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Organizations are becoming increasingly aware of the consequences poor work-life 
balance can have on employees, thus encouraging many to seek solutions to reduce its negative 
effects. Current initiatives mainly focus on offering alternative work arrangements or improving 
family-supportive supervisor behaviors. Surprisingly, no studies to date have investigated the 
effectiveness of individual-level training programs that aim to improve employees’ work-life 
balance skills. Using a two-between one-within design, the present study evaluates the 
effectiveness of a goal-setting manipulation on training transfer. Results show a significant 
increase in reported work-life balance between 30 days and 60 days post training. Although no 
significant effects for self-efficacy and goal-setting are seen, it is worth noting the effect sizes are 
large. Additionally, post hoc analyses indicate a significant effect of self-efficacy and goal-
setting on transfer after controlling for number of children. Finally, post-training attitudes (i.e. 
intentions to improve work-life balance, motivation to transfer, and affective reactions towards 
the training) were found to predict transfer. This study contributes to practice by investigating 
the effectiveness of a work-life balance goal-setting manipulation on training transfer. It also 
makes an academic contribution by further investigating the mechanisms underlying why 
training is effective. 
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Organizations worldwide are becoming increasingly aware of the consequences of poor 
work-life balance, and many have sought solutions to reduce its effect on employees. In recent 
years, national surveys done by organizations such as the American Psychological Association 
support the claim that work-family conflict is one of the top stressors experienced by modern 
employees (Hammer, Demsky, Kossek, & Bray, 2015). The Society for Industrial - 
Organizational Psychology has also recognized the importance of improving employee health 
and wellness by categorizing work-life balance and integration of work and nonwork life as a 
“Top 10 Workplace Trend” each year since the list’s debut in 2013. Halpern (2005) went one 
step further and suggested that the ability to balance work and family domains is one of the 
biggest social challenges of our era. It is thus imperative that both organizations and individuals 
are aware of the consequences caused by an imbalance in work and life demands and seek to 
restore greater balance. Investigating ways to reduce work-life conflict and increase work-life 
balance will initiate its prevalence and result in better individual and organizational well-being. 
Researchers have found that lower work-life conflict is related to better health outcomes. 
Less conflict is also associated with higher levels of employee commitment, job satisfaction, job 
performance (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000; Kossek & Ozeki, 1998, Kossek & Ozeki, 
1999), and organizational citizenship behaviors (Bragger, Rodriguez-Srednicki, Kutcher, 
Indovino, & Rosner, 2005). Specifically, Bragger et al. surveyed school teachers in the New 
York metropolis area about their levels of work-family conflict, organizational commitment, job 
satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviors, and their perception of their organization’s 
work-family culture. Here, work-family culture refers to the collectively perceived quality of 




work-life balance support that the organization displays to its employees. Results suggested that 
higher levels of perceived work-family culture were associated with less work-family conflict. 
This, in turn, predicted organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behaviors. 
Given these findings, Grzywacz and Carlson (2007) suggested that work-life balance may be a 
powerful tool in enhancing the effectiveness of individuals and organizations.  
A number of occupational health interventions (e.g. alternative work arrangements, work 
redesign, and dependent care supports) have been found to increase work-life balance, but there 
is a need to explore other methods. One potential intervention initiative that can help employees 
gain control over their unique work-life situations is training. Training provides employees with 
the knowledge and skills they need to handle the conflict they are experiencing and allows them 
to determine the best solution. 
In this study, I test the effectiveness of a training program designed to improve employee 
work-life balance. In this paper, I look at one design factor and one individual difference variable 
expected to impact training outcomes (work-life balance and transfer of training). Here, transfer 
of training refers to the extent to which trained skills are used on the job. The design factor is a 
formal goal-setting activity at the end of training, and the individual difference variable is trainee 
self-efficacy, respectively. Further, I explore two potential mediators of the relationship between 
goal-setting and training outcomes - trainee intentions and trainee motivation to transfer. 
This training program is the first known intervention designed to train workers directly in 
skills related to work-life balance. Additionally, I make theoretical contributions to the 
occupational health psychology literature by investigating the extent to which goal-setting and 
self-efficacy have direct effects on employees’ post-training transfer. I also make theoretical 
contributions to the training literature by exploring whether a goal-setting intervention embedded 













in training has a direct effect on trainees’ intentions and motivation to transfer, whether goal-
setting has direct effects on work-life balance, and whether (a) intentions mediate the 
relationship between goal-setting and transfer and (b) motivation to transfer mediates the 
relationship between goal-setting and work-life balance. Figure 1 summarizes the primary 












Figure 1. Conceptual framework of study hypotheses 
In subsequent sections of the paper, I first define work-life balance, as it is my primary 
dependent variable, and I provide the theoretical and applied context for the study. I then discuss 
general interventions in occupational health psychology and how training employees in work-life 
balance skills represents a unique approach to improving employee work-life balance. Next, I 
discuss what transfer of training is and why it is important for a work-life balance training. 
Finally, I introduce the two primary independent variables in the study, goal-setting and self-
efficacy, along with the proposed mediation effects between goal-setting and training outcomes. 
 
 














What is Work-Life Balance? 
Striking a balance between work and life demands remains difficult to achieve for many 
workers. Most employees have responsibilities both at work and at home that command their 
attention. Despite the relatively widespread use of the term, work-life balance, there is little 
consensus among researchers with respect to defining work-life balance (Bulger & Fisher, 2012; 
Greenhaus & Allen, 2011; Grzywacz & Carlson, 2007). Generally speaking, work-life balance 
has been defined as the ability to accomplish goals and meet demands in both work and personal 
life domains (Bulger & Fisher, 2012). One of the major frameworks used to describe the 
resulting strain that arises from poor work-life balance is Karasek’s (1979) job demands/control 
model. According to the model, strain results from an overload of demands and insufficient 
resources to handle those demands. In the case of work-life balance, an example of a demand 
would be excessive workload. One resource employees can use to handle that demand is time to 
complete the work. If the proper resources are not available to handle demands, strain arises.  
According to Wayne, Butt, Casper, and Allen (2017), balance can be conceptualized in 
four different ways: additive spillover, multiplicative spillover, balance satisfaction, and balance 
effectiveness. Specifically, spillover refers to the transmission of an individuals’ state of well-
being from one domain to another (i.e., from work to nonwork or from nonwork to work). 
Additive spillover occurs when conflict is absent, or enrichment is present, whereas 
multiplicative spillover is when the effect of low conflict is combined with high enrichment 
(Wayne et al., 2017). Spillover is founded on the work done by Frone (2003), who proposed a 
four-fold taxonomy: work-to-family conflict/enrichment and family-to-work conflict/enrichment. 
However, Wayne et al. argued that this additive spillover does not fully capture Frone’s 
definition of balance. A synergistic effect of low conflict and high enrichment working together 




is needed to better reflect a true balance. The third conceptualization, balance satisfaction, refers 
to the attitude an individual feels regarding whether they judge themselves to have adequate 
resources to meet demands (Valcour, 2007). Balance satisfaction is derived from one's own 
thoughts and emotions about balance from one’s own viewpoint (Wayne et al., 2017). Lastly, 
balance effectiveness focuses on the accomplishment of role-related expectations (Grzywacz & 
Carlson, 2007). This view is more linked to the social context than balance satisfaction, but is 
still a self-evaluative construct (Carlson, Grzywacz, & Zivnuska, 2009).  
Other definitions of work-life balance include satisfaction in all life domains (e.g., 
Greenhaus, Allen, & Foley, 2006; Kirchmeyer, 2000), and the extent to which individuals are 
equally engaged in, and satisfied with, the various roles they have (Greenhaus, Collins, & Shaw, 
2003). Additionally, some researchers prefer to emphasize a lack of conflict as an indicator of 
balance (e.g., Clark, 2000, Duxbury & Higgins, 2001). Work-life conflict is a specific type of 
strain that occurs when an individual’s work and nonwork domains interfere with each other. 
Work-life conflict is commonly conceptualized by the direction in which the conflict is occurring 
(i.e., work-to-family conflict and family-to-work conflict). Frequently identified work-to-family 
conflict antecedents are job involvement, time pressure, reduced autonomy and role ambiguity. 
Antecedents of family-to-work conflict include family involvement, parental stressors, and 
marital stressors (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1992). However, conceptualizing work-life balance 
solely with regards to lack of conflict may not make sense when the individual does not have a 
lot of non-work demands to get in the way of work demands, or vice versa (Greenhaus & Allen, 
2011). Work-life conflict may be an important construct in understanding work-life balance, but 
it should not be the only consideration. 




Historically speaking, researchers have used the term work-family balance to refer to the 
relationship between work and nonwork domains. Greenhaus and Allen (2011) recommended the 
use of the term work-life balance as an alternative for work-family balance as it is more inclusive 
of individuals whose nonwork domain may not include family-related responsibilities. In an 
effort to be inclusive of all types of work and nonwork situations, I will use the term work-life 
balance throughout this paper rather than work-family balance. In the next section, I highlight the 
consequences of low work-life balance for individuals and organizations. 
A Modern Problem. Reduced work-life balance and its consequences have become 
more apparent in our society, likely due to increasing numbers of employed adults. Current U.S. 
labor statistics emphasize the importance of balancing work and family for modern Americans. 
According to a 2016 report from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, about 80% of families had at 
least one employed family member. In 48% of all married couples, both individuals were 
employed. About two-fifths of all families included children under the age of 18. Among married 
couple families with children, about 61% had both parents employed. The labor force 
participation rate for all women with children under the age of 18 was over 70%. These high 
labor participation rates, associated with the increase in working Americans, illustrate how much 
more important work-life balance is now than ever before. 
A 2011 Gallup poll concluded that one in six working Americans report caregiving 
responsibilities associated with an elderly or disabled family member or friend (Cynkar & 
Mendes, 2011). About 56% of these caregivers also reported working full time. In addition to 
having extra responsibilities, about 70% of employees with caregiving responsibilities reported 
experiencing work-related difficulties due to their dual roles. These difficulties include 
rearranging their work schedule, taking unpaid leave, and decreasing their hours (National 




Alliance for Caregiving and AARP, 2015). Additionally, about 10% of family caregivers report 
quitting their jobs or retiring early due to their caregiving responsibilities (Clancy et al., 2019). 
Thus, in addition to the increases in labor participation, the prevalence of caregiving 
responsibilities also contributes to the growing work-life balance problem facing modern society. 
In general, people age 60 or older are the fastest growing segment of the world population and is 
estimated to increase by 3.26% each year (Clancy et al., 2019). Thus, it appears that eldercare 
responsibilities of working adults will continue to increase.   
As stressors increase in either domain, a healthy work-life balance becomes harder to 
reach. As we can see from modern labor statistics, today’s employees experience both high work 
and caregiving responsibilities. They are expected to be fully committed to their jobs and take 
care of dependent family members and friends, leaving very little remaining time for leisure and 
recovery. The resulting lack of balance and probable increase in conflict can lead to personal and 
organizational consequences.  
Individual Outcomes. According to Greenhaus, Allen, and Spector (2006), work-family 
conflict is linked to both psychological and physical health outcomes. Some studies have found 
that when there is greater perceived conflict, employees report lower levels of job satisfaction, 
life satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Kossek & Ozeki, 1998; 1999). Additionally, 
increased conflict is associated with higher levels of absenteeism, turnover, stress, and burnout 
(Anderson, Coffey, & Byerly, 2002; Frone, Yardley, & Markel, 1997; Jansen et al., 2006; 
Kossek & Ozeki, 1999; Wayne, Musisca, & Fleeson, 2004). Review papers have also reported 
evidence linking increases in conflict with decreases in job performance (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & 
Sutton, 2000; Kossek & Ozeki, 1999). For example, Frone et al. (1997) found that an increase in 




work-to-family conflict was significantly associated with a decrease in self-reported job 
performance. 
With respect to employee health, Frone, Russell, and Cooper’s (1997) longitudinal study 
found that work-life conflict is related to a variety of health-related problems. They found that 
family-to-work conflict was positively related to depression levels and negatively related to 
physical health. In terms of work-to-family outcomes, the authors found a positive relationship 
between work-family conflict and heavy alcohol consumption. Other consequences of high 
levels of work-family conflict include poor diet and exercise (e.g. Allen & Armstrong, 2006; 
Devine et al., 2006; Roos, Sarlio-Lahteenkorva, Lallukka, & Lahelma, 2007) and decreased 
safety behaviors (Cullen & Hammer, 2007). More recently, findings from a study conducted 
across seven cultures indicated that work-life balance is positively associated with both job and 
life satisfaction and negatively associated with anxiety and depression (Haar, Russo, Sune, & 
Ollier-Malaterre, 2014). 
Organizational Outcomes. In addition to negative individual outcomes, work-life 
conflict can also have a negative impact on organizations, especially financially. For American 
businesses, the cost of stress has been steadily increasing over the past few decades. Hatfield 
(1990) reported that stress-related illnesses cost American businesses between $50 billion and 
$150 billion a year. Now, almost three decades later, the estimated stress costs for American 
businesses have doubled to about $300 billion a year (The American Institute of Stress, 2017). 
These costs are typically the result of increases in absenteeism and employee turnover, as well as 
reduced levels of productivity (Lazar, Osoian, & Ratiu, 2010). Specifically, when employees are 
experiencing a poor work-life balance, they are more likely to miss work, and in more extreme 




cases, leave the workplace altogether. Even when employees do show up for work, organizations 
are still negatively impacted due to a reduction in work performance.      
As mentioned above, researchers have found evidence suggesting that lower conflict is 
related to better health outcomes and organizational performance. As researchers work to clarify 
the individual and organizational benefits of work-life balance, occupational health psychologists 
are developing ways to help improve employees’ balance.  
What is Occupational Health Psychology? 
         The field of occupational health psychology (OHP) is concerned with psychosocial 
factors at work and how those factors influence the psychological and physical well-being of 
employees (Schonfeld & Chang, 2017). Its purpose is to “develop, maintain, and promote the 
health of employees directly and the health of their families” (Quick & Tetrick, 2003). To do 
this, OHP focuses on primary prevention and organizational interventions to improve worker 
outcomes. One such outcome is work-life balance.   
A common intervention method currently used to improve work-life balance is 
alternative work arrangements (e.g., flexible work schedules or telecommuting; Allen, Golden, & 
Shockley, 2015; Gajendran & Harrison, 2007). Alternative work arrangements are unique 
agreements between worker and employer that target the timing and location of employees’ work 
(Hill, Hawkins, Ferris, & Weitzman, 2001). These arrangements are meant to give employees 
greater perception of job flexibility, and evidence has suggested that this increase in job 
flexibility is associated with increases in work-life balance (Hill et al., 2001). 
Other work-life interventions include work redesign and dependent care support 
initiatives. The former typically aims to increase schedule control and may include the addition 
of a self-scheduling system (e.g. Kossek, Hammer, Kelly, & Moen, 2014; Perlow & Kelly, 




2014). Providing dependent care support is another work-life intervention technique and may 
involve providing on-site or near-site child care facilities, subsidizing child care expenses, or 
providing personal or sick days to stay at home with sick family members (Seyler, Monroe, & 
Garand, 1995). Common to these interventions is each seeks to reduce the strain experienced by 
the employee. 
Unfortunately, the intervention methods listed above are not viable for all types of 
organizations and/or positions. For example, alternative work arrangements could not be used for 
jobs in which the employee and/or employer has no control over when employee services are 
needed (i.e., any position that is an “on call” position) or if the employee must be physically 
present in order to perform his or her job (e.g., delivery services). Additionally, work redesign 
may not be possible for many smaller organizations. Oftentimes, small organizations cannot use 
self-scheduling methods because there are simply not enough employees available to provide 
individuals with a choice as to when they work. Finally, providing dependent care support as a 
benefit may not be financially viable for many organizations. 
When alternative work arrangements are implemented, they can be effective at reducing 
competing demands; however, work redesign and alternative arrangements do not better equip 
employees to cope with demands and are associated with many obstacles. Although work 
redesign and alternative arrangements may relieve immediate strain, these solutions do not 
prepare workers to cope with demands that primary prevention cannot fix. Even if primary 
prevention solutions are able to reduce some of the immediate strain employees experience, it is 
inevitable that employees will still experience various types of strain over time.  
Additionally, the effects of work redesign and alternative arrangements on work-life 
balance are moderated by individual differences (Campion, Mumford, Morgeson, & Nahrgang, 




2005). Employees differ in terms of what attitudes they hold and what conflicts they experience. 
Therefore, a redesign initiative that works for some people may end up creating more conflict for 
others. 
Thus, it can be argued that these types of interventions may have limited impact on work-
life balance over time. Work-life interventions with long-term impact are needed. Training is a 
great option for long-term work-life conflict solutions because it teaches employees coping skills 
that can be employed in a wide variety of situations. Additionally, it provides employees with the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities they need to handle their unique work-life situations, which often 
change over time. 
Benefits of Training. Training avoids most of the aforementioned pitfalls of alternative 
work arrangements. Training can be provided to all employees in any type of organization. It can 
be scheduled for times that work with employees’ schedules, whether on or off the clock, and 
training is typically flexible as to where it takes place (i.e., onsite or offsite). Another benefit of 
training is that it does not need to be continuously sustained over a long period of time. It is 
typically a one-time cost that does not continuously tax organizations in terms of expenses, nor 
employees in terms of their time. Given these benefits, it is beneficial to explore the impact 
training can have on improving work-life balance. 
How Can Training Improve Work-Life Balance? 
 Training is an impactful way for organizations to facilitate learning and skill development 
in their employees, which in turn, helps them remain competitive in their respective markets 
(Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009; Salas, Tannenbaum, Kraiger, & Smith-Jentsch, 2012). Training and 
development is a systematic process initiated by an organization that results in changes in the 
knowledge, skills, or attitudes of learners (Kraiger & Culbertson, 2013). More specifically, 




Kraiger and Culbertson characterized training as the activities leading to outcomes such as 
acquisition of knowledge, skills, and attitudes in regards to the individual’s job, whereas 
development is the activities leading to the acquisition of attributes or competencies for which 
there may be no immediate use. Training effectiveness is maximized when decisions of what and 
how to train are linked to these intended outcomes (i.e. knowledge, skills, or attitudes; Kraiger, 
2002; Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993). 
Kraiger et al. (1993) recommended measured learning outcomes for any training program 
be based on the instructional focus, not on what is easy to evaluate. With respect to work-life 
balance, some of the most relevant training outcomes are self-knowledge, situated problem 
solving, and motivation. Targeting these types of outcomes should increase participants’ 
awareness of the topic and how it impacts them personally, help improve their coping skills, and 
encourage them to apply these skills to their everyday lives. Once outcomes are specified, 
effective instructional methods can be determined (Jonassen & Tessmer, 1996/1997; Kraiger et 
al., 1993). 
Instructional strategies are the tools, methods, and context that are used to create training 
delivery (Salas et al., 2012). Some characteristics of well-designed training include conveying 
the objectives, purpose, and intended outcomes to trainees, developing meaningful context, 
examples, exercises, and assignments, providing trainees with learning aids, providing trainees 
practice opportunities in a safe environment, providing feedback on learning, and providing 
opportunities for observation and interaction among peers (Noe & Colquitt, 2002). Salas et al. 
summarized these characteristics into four best practices: conveying information; demonstrating 
the desired behavior, cognition, and attitudes; creating opportunities for practice; and providing 
feedback. 




 Prior Attempts to Train for Work-Life Balance. While work-life interventions are 
generally uncommon, even fewer are offered as training. Further, most of the training targeting 
improved work-life balance has focused on improving family-supportive supervisor behaviors 
(FSSB) (e.g. Hammer, Kossek, Anger, Bodner, & Zimmerman, 2011; Hammer et al., 2016; 
Kelly et al., 2014; Odle-Dusseau, Hammer, Crain, & Bodner, 2016). As its name suggests, FSSB 
targets supervisor behaviors with the expectation that these behavior changes will impact 
employees and reduce their work-life conflict, thus improving employees’ overall work-life 
balance. FSSB is conceptualized as having four dimensions: emotional support, instrumental 
support, role-modeling behaviors, and creative work-family management (Hammer et al., 2011). 
Emotional support can be shown by listening to employees and showing concern. Instrumental 
support takes more of an active approach by showing employees that their supervisor will take 
managerial action to provide support for work-life demands. Role-modeling behaviors entail 
supervisors demonstrating how to successfully manage both work and life demands while on the 
job. Finally, creative work-family management includes supervisors initiating actions that 
restructure work in order to facilitate employee effectiveness (Hammer et al., 2011). It is 
important to note that due to FSSB’s main focus on supervisor behaviors, only middle and upper 
management typically receive this training. Most lower-level employees are not provided 
directly with any resources of their own to cope with work and nonwork challenges. 
In addition to FSSB, there are other training programs designed to improve the 
relationship between work and nonwork domains. These have focused on employees’ overall 
health, well-being, and stress management skills. These interventions differ from FSSB in that 
they can apply to all employees, not just supervisors. While these programs target similar work-
life balance outcomes as FSSB training, much of their training content does not specifically 




target knowledge and skills specific to work-life balance. For example, some studies have tested 
the effectiveness of mindfulness interventions to improve work-life balance outcomes (e.g.. 
Kiburz, Allen, & French, 2017; Michel, Bosch, & Rexroth, 2014), whereas others have created 
general stress management interventions based on the job demands and controls model (e.g., 
Wilson, Polzer-Debruyne, Chen, & Fernandes, 2007). 
Evidence suggests both supervisor-focused work-life balance training and (general) 
individually-focused work-life balance training can be effective. Both supervisor-based and 
individual-based training have been found to affect trainee well-being, attitudes, and 
performance outcomes. For supervisor training effects on well-being outcomes, Hammer et al. 
(2011) found an FSSB intervention improved work and health outcomes in employees who 
initially showed high levels of work-life conflict. Kelly et al. (2014) showed an improvement in 
work-family conflict and perceptions of family time adequacy. For individually-focused 
interventions, improved well-being outcomes have also been found. Michel et al.’s (2014) 
mindfulness intervention yielded significant improvements in detachment from work and 
experienced work-to-family conflict directly after training and two weeks later. Kiburz et al. 
(2017) found their mindfulness intervention significantly increased self-rated perceptions of 
mindfulness while reducing perceived levels of work interfering with family. They also reported 
greater changes occurred for participants who completed a behavioral self-monitoring 
component after the training was complete. Finally, Wilson et al. (2007) concluded that 
involving family members in their training session was associated with decreased work-to-family 
conflict scores six months and one year post-intervention.  
With respect to supervisor training effects on attitudes, Odle-Dusseau et al. (2016) found 
that perceptions of FSSB increased one month after supervisors attended the training. This 




increase in perceptions was related to increases in employee job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and decreases in turnover intentions. For individually-focused training, Michel et 
al. (2014) reported significant improvements in satisfaction with work-life balance both directly 
after training and two weeks later.  
Finally, supervisor-focused training has been found to impact employee performance. 
FSSB training has been associated with improved safety compliance for up to six months 
following training (Hammer et al., 2016) as well as increases in job performance ratings (Odle-
Dusseau et al., 2016). 
Results from these studies demonstrate that training can positively influence work-life 
balance outcomes. However, there is a gap in the research and practice: there are no studies that 
test the effect of individually-focused work-life balance training on work-life balance outcomes. 
There is skill training specific to work-life balance, but these have been designed for supervisors, 
not individuals. There are training programs geared towards individuals, but they do not address 
work-life balance skills. The training tested in this study will teach individual employees coping 
mechanisms that aid in managing work-nonwork conflicts and lead to a general increase in work-
life balance knowledge and skills. This study’s training content addresses a practical problem - 
even when we alter our schedules and our work locations, conflict in demands between domains 
still arises. When this happens, it is imperative that individuals have the knowledge and skills to 
cope with circumstances that cannot be changed. The current training provides direct instruction 
to individuals on these coping mechanisms, rather than relying on indirect skill training (i.e., 
targeting supervisors). As a result, the potential participant benefits of this study are increased 
coping skills in regards to work and nonwork demands and resources (i.e., transfer), and an 
increase in work-life balance. While beyond the scope of my study, organizations should also see 




benefits such as reduced turnover intentions, and increased job performance as their employees’ 
perceptions of work-life balance improve. 
Given extant research suggests that both FSSB training indirectly affects work-life 
balance through supervisory behaviors and work-life balance can be improved through other 
forms of (non-skill) training, I predict: 
 H1: Participants of a work-life balance training session will show improved levels of  
work-life balance. 
 However, the only way we can expect to see these results is if participants actually use 
the knowledge and skills they learned in training. Just because people gain knowledge does not 
necessarily mean that they implement it. One way we can measure direct implementation is 
through transfer. 
What is Transfer of Training and Why is It Relevant to Work-Life Balance Training? 
 Training transfer, the extent to which learning in training is used on the job and leads to 
positive changes in work performance, is an important outcome of training (Goldstein & Ford, 
2002; Ford, Baldwin & Prasad, 2018). The transfer of training is regarded as the vehicle by 
which training leads to organizational outcomes (Goldstein & Ford, 2002) and we know from 
past research that training transfer is positively related to organizational performance (Saks & 
Burke-Smalley, 2014). One of reasons transfer of training is important is due to its effects on the 
knowledge, skills, and abilities (KSAs) of trainees. Employees who transfer KSAs taught in 
training are able to utilize them on the job for organizational benefit (Becker & Huselid, 1998; 
Combs, Liu, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006), improving training effectiveness. In the case of my study, 
in order for trainees to improve their work-life balance, they have to apply what they learn in 




training to their everyday lives. For transfer to occur, the learned behaviors, skills, and attitudes 
must: (a) generalize to the job context and (b) be maintained over time (Baldwin & Ford, 1988).   
The Importance of Transfer of Training. Transfer of training has been described as a 
“paramount concern” for training researchers and practitioners alike (Baldwin & Ford, 1988). 
Facilitators and trainees want to know whether the training being provided actually improves 
job-related knowledge and skills and results in improved job performance (Machin & Fogarty, 
1997). However, an enduring “transfer problem” has been well-recognized for several decades 
(Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Ford & Weissbein, 1997; Grossman & Salas, 2011; Saks & Burke-
Smalley, 2014). 
Unfortunately, reports indicate that many trained competencies often do not transfer 
(Blume, Ford, Baldwin, & Huang, 2010; Salas et al., 2012). This means that many organizations 
fail to change employees’ skills on-the-job, due to large portions of their training programs not 
transferring to the job (Grossman & Salas, 2011). Grossman and Salas noted that although 
employees may be learning in training, learning alone is not sufficient for a training to be 
considered effective; transfer is essential. This lack of transfer is a major concern, in large part 
because organizations spend significant amounts of money on training. According to the 
Association for Talent Development (2018), organizations on average in the United States spent 
over $1,200 per employee annually on training and development. Given the widespread 
prevalence of training and the large sums of money organizations continue to devote to it, it is 
important to evaluate how effectively training actually changes employee behaviors and attitudes 
(Blume et al., 2010). 
One of the most frequently cited transfer models is Baldwin and Ford’s (1988) model, 
which is centered around training inputs, outcomes, and conditions of transfer. The purpose 




behind their seminal article was to review the existing transfer research and suggest directions 
for future research. Noe and Schmitt (1986) also proposed a model of training effectiveness that 
focused on the impact trainee attitudes, interests, values, and expectations have on training 
effectiveness through their influence on motivation to learn. In this model, they hypothesized 
that trainee motivation moderates the relationship between learning and transfer (Noe & Schmitt, 
1986). Since the rise of these transfer models in the 1980s, the training transfer literature has 
expanded to include more individual difference variables and motivational variables than ever 
before.  
There has been an increase in empirical studies on training transfer in the past three 
decades (Kraiger & Aguinis, 2009). According to Ford et al.’s (2018) review, some of the more 
impactful elements on transfer include personal characteristics, design and implementation, and 
the work environment. According to this model, personal characteristics include personality and 
ability, learning states, motivation, and efficacy. With respect to personality and ability, 
cognitive ability and conscientiousness have the strongest relationship with transfer (Blume et 
al., 2010). For learning states, training should enhance the mastery orientation learning state for 
better transfer results (Huang, Ford, & Ryan 2017). Finally, motivation to learn, pre-training self-
efficacy, and post-training self-efficacy (Blume et al., 2010) are important for facilitating 
transfer.  
Training design and implementation findings suggest that employing multiple learning 
strategies (Cook et al., 2013), using positive and negative demonstrations (Taylor, Russ-Eft, & 
Chan, 2005), incorporating error management strategies (Keith & Frese, 2008), spacing practice 
out over time (Hagman & Rose, 1983), incorporating difficulty into the learning tasks (Brown, 
Roediger, & McDaniel, 2014), providing retrieval opportunities (e.g., tests; Roediger & Butler, 




2011), and having trainees set transfer goals by the end of training can help facilitate transfer 
(Friedman & Ronen, 2015).  
Finally, empirical studies show that supervisor and peer support and opportunities to 
perform newly learned skills are important work environment factors that influence transfer 
(Ford et al., 2018). Specifically, Blume et al.’s (2010) meta-analytic review on training transfer 
found that supervisory support has a stronger impact on transfer compared with peer support. 
Blume et al. recommended that organizations increase the accessibility of support by providing 
ways for leaders and peers to support trainees on the job and holding supervisors accountable for 
applying training knowledge and skills on the job. Providing employees with the opportunity to 
perform newly learned skills is another work environment factor that is essential in facilitating 
the transfer of training. When employees are not provided with opportunities to perform new 
skills, those skills start to decay overtime, meaning employees begin to lose the skills and 
knowledge learned in training (Arthur, Bennett, Stanush, & McNelly, 1998).   
Over the past couple of decades, training transfer researchers have called for more 
research that investigates why training works, rather than simply what types of training work 
(Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009; Salas & Cannon-Bowers, 2001). My study answers this call by 
focusing on two independent variables - goal-setting and self-efficacy - that should impact 
transfer of training and improve training effectiveness. 
What is Goal Setting and How Does it Affect Training Outcomes? 
 The first factor I investigate is a goal-setting manipulation inserted into the work-life 
balance training. Goal-setting was introduced to the organizational sciences by Locke (1968) and 
is based on the idea that individuals treat goals as sources of motivation, which in turn affect 
their actions (Byrne, 2015). A goal can be defined as an object or aim of an action that has a 




specified time limit (Locke & Latham, 2002). A common example of a goal would be to lose a 
specified amount of weight in a month’s time, or to reach a certain sales goal by the end of the 
quarter. Goal-setting becomes the process by which an individual generates and commits to a 
future object or action. Applied to training, goal-setting takes a planned future-oriented approach 
to facilitating transfer by guiding actions, producing incentives, and contributing to the 
development of self-efficacy (Bandura & Cervone, 1983). 
Locke, Shaw, Saari, and Latham (1981) listed four main mechanisms by which goals 
influence performance: directing attention, mobilizing effort, increasing persistence, and 
motivating strategy development. Guiding action is directive in nature. Having a goal will direct 
attention and effort towards activities relevant to the goal and direct effort and attention away 
from activities irrelevant to the goal (Locke & Latham, 2002). Early support for this mechanism 
came from a study by Locke and Bryan (1969) involving driving tasks, which found that when 
feedback was provided to drivers, they improved their performance on the dimensions they 
already had goals for but did not improve on the dimension for which they did not have goals. In 
other words, their predetermined goals guided their improvement efforts. Mobilizing effort refers 
to the energizing function of goals. According to Locke and Latham (2002), high goals lead to 
more effort compared to low goals. This mechanism highlights the importance of creating 
challenging goals. Goals that are easily obtained do not require much effort, therefore, are not as 
energizing as challenging goals (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Bryan & Locke 1967). Persistence 
describes the prolonged effort induced by goals; individuals exert effort for longer periods of 
time when pursuing a goal. For example, LaPorte and Nath (1976) found that when participants 
were allowed to control for the amount of time they spent on a task, they found that more 
challenging goals led to greater prolonged effort. Researchers have also found that there is 




usually a trade-off between work time and intensity of effort. When working towards a difficult 
goal, one can work faster and more intensely for a shorter period of time, or they can work 
slower and less intensely for a longer period of time (Locke & Latham, 2002). Research 
investigating this tradeoff found that tight deadlines lead to a quicker pace than loose deadlines, 
both in the laboratory and in the field (Bryan & Locke, 1967; Latham & Locke 1975). Lastly, 
goals impact strategy development. Wood and Locke (1990) described this phenomenon as an 
indirect relationship between goals action through arousal, discovery, and use of task-relevant 
knowledge. This mechanism has been backed by research such as that conducted by Smith, 
Locke, and Barry (1990), who found when the task needed to accomplish a goal was brand new, 
participants engaged in deliberate planning to develop strategies that helped them attain the goal. 
In sum, people with goals tend to focus more attention on goal achievement, put in more effort, 
persist longer, and develop more goal-achievement strategies compared to those who do not have 
goals (Locke et al., 1981; Mento, Steel, & Karren, 1987; Tubbs, 1986). 
In the last five decades, countless studies have been conducted on the effects of goal-
setting interventions. Findings from numerous meta-analyses report positive effects of goal-
setting interventions on learning (Mesmer-Magnus & Viswesvaran, 2007; Sitzmann & Ely, 
2011), job search success (Liu, Huang, & Wang, 2014), training transfer (Rahyuda, Syed, & 
Soltani, 2014), and general well-being (Klug & Maier, 2015). Findings from meta-analyses also 
suggest that challenging and specific goals are more effective than easy and general goals (e.g., 
Brown, 2005; Brown & Warren, 2009; Locke & Latham, 2002, 2006; Mento et al. 1987; 
Rahyuda et al., 2014; Tubbs, 1986; Wright, O’Leary-Kelly, Cortina, Klein, & Hollenbeck, 
1994). Seeing as goal-setting theory has been confirmed by hundreds of quality empirical 
studies, it has been described as one of the most evidence-based interventions in organizational 




research (Center for Evidence-Based Management, 2016). Even 50 years later, goal-setting 
research shows no sign of slowing down. 
In addition to much of the original goal-setting research that examined its effectiveness, 
recent training research has focused more broadly on self-regulation constructs and how they 
affect learning (e.g., Ellington & Dierdorff, 2014; Sitzmann, Bell, Kraiger, & Kanar, 2009; 
Sitzmann & Johnson, 2012). Self-regulation is defined as the ongoing exercise of self-influence 
and operates through three major mechanisms: self-monitoring of behavior, judgment of one’s 
behavior, and affective self-reaction (Bandura, 1991). Specifically, a study conducted by 
Sitzmann et al. (2009) found that promoting self-regulation in trainees led to increased 
performance over time. In the study, trainees who were prompted to self-regulate while learning 
from technology-delivered instruction gradually improve their knowledge over time, while 
trainees who were not prompted to self-regulate saw a decrease in test scores over time.  
Self-regulation allows people to direct their goal-directed activities by modulating their 
affect, cognition, and behavior (Karoly, 1993). Some examples of self-regulation constructs 
include goal level, planning, monitoring, persistence, and self-efficacy. A meta-analysis by 
Sitzmann and Ely ( 2011) found that four constructs - goal level, persistence, effort, and self-
efficacy - accounted for about 17% of the variance in learning. These results support Locke and 
Latham’s (1990) meta-analytic results that displayed a positive relationship between goal level 
and performance. 
Goal-setting has also expanded into other fields of research beyond industrial - 
organizational psychology. For example, health psychology and behavioral medicine have found 
benefits in using goal-setting to foster physical activity (McEwan et al., 2016). A positive 
relationship between goal-setting and subsequent physical activity has been found in numerous 




studies (e.g., Dishman, Vandenberg, Motl, Wilson, & DeJoy, 2009; Horne, Hardman, Lowe, & 
Rowlands, 2009; Moy, Weston, Wilson, Hess, & Richardson, 2012; Sidman, Corbin, & Le 
Masurier, 2013; Strath et al., 2011; Trinh, Wilson, William, Sum, & Naylor, 2012; Wang, 2004). 
Additionally, the positive relationship between goal-setting and increased physical activity has 
been shown in multi-wave interventions lasting anywhere from a week (e.g. Gardiner, Eakin, 
Healy, & Owen, 2001) to over a year (e.g. Narayan & Mazzola, 2014). Thus, the goal-setting 
research has matured and expanded since its inception five decades ago. 
 Goal-Setting and Training Transfer. In the transfer research domain, goal-setting can 
have a significant impact on training transfer (Grossman & Salas, 2011). The four mechanisms 
of goal-setting: directing attention, stimulating action, increasing persistence, and encouraging 
strategy development, are also mechanisms that facilitate transfer (Grossman & Salas, 2011). 
Prior research has shown that goal-setting strategies can be used to facilitate both maintenance 
and application of time management skills (Wexley & Baldwin, 1986). Specifically, Wexley and 
Baldwin found that training transfer was enhanced by goal-setting strategies and was more 
effective than behavioral self-monitoring strategies. More recently, research has suggested that 
people who make specific and difficult goals, and who also receive feedback on their progress 
towards these goals, experience higher motivation and performance outcomes (Robbins & Judge, 
2009). Overall, transfer research suggests that there is a positive relationship between goal-
setting and training transfer (Burke & Hutchins, 2007). Based on strong empirical support for 
goal-setting in general and for goal-setting and transfer specifically, I propose: 
H2: Participants in the goal-setting condition will show higher rates of training transfer  
compared to those in the control group. 
 




Intentions to Transfer 
A person’s intentions refer to that individual’s willingness to try and how much effort 
they are planning to exert in order to perform a certain behavior. Intentions are a critical 
component in the attitude-behavior relationship framework (Ajzen, 1985). Similar to predictions 
made in the attitude-behavior relations framework (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980), training and 
learning research shows that intentions are a significant predictor of transfer. For example, a 
study investigating implementation intentions found that forming implementation intentions have 
clear benefits for improving task performance (Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006). 
To facilitate goal-setting in my manipulation, I first introduce participants to the concept 
of goal-setting and provide an example of the necessary components of a goal (i.e., specific, 
action-oriented, measurable, reasonable, time-bound). Then, I have participants answer a series 
of questions that lead them through the goal-setting process. Based on the previous research on 
the motivational properties of goal-setting described above, I expect this goal-setting 
manipulation to improve participant intentions to perform the work-life balance strategies 
covered in the training session.  
H3: Participants in the goal-setting condition will show greater intentions to improve 
work-life balance than those in the control group. 
Generally speaking, goal-setting theory closely aligns with the intention component of 
the attitude-behavior relationship framework. According to this framework, and the theory of 
planned behavior, performance of a behavior can be predicted from an intention to perform said 
behavior (Ajzen, 1985; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980). Specifically, attitudes influence behavior 
through intentions to perform the behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). A person’s intention is 
formed by their attitudes towards performing the behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). 




Furthermore, Gollwitzer’s (1993) concept of implementation intention suggests that goal 
intentions that are backed by implementation intentions are more likely to be enacted than goals 
without implementation intentions. This is because opportunities for enactment are less likely to 
be missed (Gollwitzer, 1993). This means that goal-setting should have an immediate impact on 
the desired behavioral outcome, performance of work-life balance friendly behaviors. 
Given that I am predicting goal-setting leads to greater intentions to improve work-life 
balance, and extant training theory and research show that intentions predict behavior, I predict 
that intentions to improve work-life balance will partially mediate the relationship between goal-
setting and transfer. I hypothesize that this will be a partial mediation because previous research 
has shown that training leads directly to transfer (Blume et al. 2010). I address this direct 
relationship initially in H2. In addition to the direct effect, I also expect to see an indirect 
relationship between goal-setting and transfer due to the aforementioned link goal-setting has 
with intentions, which in turn has been shown to influence behaviors (Ajzen, 1985; Fishbein & 
Ajzen, 1980). Given these arguments, I propose: 
H4: The relationship between goal-setting and training transfer will be partially 
mediated by intentions to improve work-life balance. 
Given the previous findings that show the positive impact goal-setting can have on 
training transfer, it is worth noting that the mechanisms by which goal-setting is purported to 
work (i.e., directing attention, stimulating action, increasing persistence, and encouraging 
strategy development) largely parallel another core construct in the training literature, motivation 
to transfer. Specifically, Robbins and Judge’s (2009) findings suggest that people who make 
specific and difficult goals, and who also receive feedback on their goal progress, experience 




higher levels of motivation compared to those who do not. Motivation, in turn, is an established 
predictor of transfer of training. 
 Motivation to Transfer. Motivation to transfer is essential in order for training to 
transfer (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Burke & Hutchins, 2007; Gegenfurtner, Veermans, Festner, & 
Gruber, 2009; Holton, Bates, & Ruona, 2000; Pugh & Bergin, 2006). Motivation to transfer (also 
known as transfer motivation) is the trainee’s desire to use the knowledge and skills learned in 
training on the job (Noe & Schmitt, 1986). Motivation to transfer promotes transfer because 
behavioral changes are more likely to occur in those who learn the material and desire to apply 
the new knowledge, skills, or attitudes to the job (Noe & Schmitt, 1986; Yamnill & McLean, 
2001). This relationship is supported by work such as that by Chiaburu and Lindsay (2008) who 
found that training transfer was significantly predicted by motivation to transfer. 
 Expectancy theory is a classic motivational theory that explains how and why people 
decide to take action (Lawler & Suttle, 1973; Vroom, 1964). This theory can be used to describe 
how and why motivation to transfer leads to the transfer of KSAs learned in training. According 
to Vroom, people make rational decisions to be motivated based on three beliefs: valence, 
instrumentality, and expectancy. Valence refers to the value of the rewards expected in return for 
performance. It describes how the outcome is evaluated by the individual (i.e. positive, neutral, 
or negative). Vroom claimed it is not the objective value of the reward that matters; it is the 
anticipated satisfaction of the reward. Instrumentality is the belief that performance will be 
rewarded. It is the internal assumption that one’s performance will result in a reward (Byrne, 
2015). Lastly, expectancy is the belief that efforts will influence performance. This component 
supports the belief that more effort will result in better performance. In other words, high levels 
of performance occur when we establish motivating environments that inspires trainees to direct 




their effort and persist towards a goal. In the last few decades, expectancy theory has been used 
to explain organizational motivation in terms of using expert systems, organizational citizenship 
behaviors, desire to be an entrepreneur, unemployment status, social loafing, and more (e.g., 
Burton, Chen, Grover, & Stewart, 1992; Yung Chou & Pearson, 2012; Hsu, Shinnar, Powell, 
2014; Julian & Ofori-Dankwa, 2008; Lynd-Stevenson, 1999; Tyagi, 2010; Van Eerde & Thierry, 
1996). 
The effect of motivation to transfer on the transfer of training knowledge and skills has 
been well-documented (e.g., Gegenfurtner, 2011). Pham, Segers, and Gijselaers’ (2010) study of 
MBA students in Vietnam evaluated the conditions in which business administration concepts 
were applied on the job after training. Their results showed that motivation to transfer 
significantly and directly predicted training transfer. Yanar, Budworth, and Latham (2009) 
demonstrated the impact of motivation to transfer on self-regulatory knowledge in their study 
working with unemployed Turkish women who were looking for work. They found that training 
these women in metacognitive monitoring strategies of negative self-statements increased their 
self-efficacy and was associated with higher re-employment rates. 
I believe that motivation to transfer is essential to improving work-life balance following 
a goal-setting manipulation. This is not only because of prior empirical research linking 
motivation to transfer with training transfer, but because of the theoretical linkages among goals, 
motivation to transfer, and performance. Because of parallels between the motivational 
components of goal setting and the expectancy-based components of motivation to transfer, and 
because of past research linking motivation to transfer and transfer, I predict:  
H5: Participants in the goal-setting condition will show greater motivation to transfer 
than those in the control group. 




Given that I am predicting goal-setting will lead to greater motivation to transfer, and 
extant training theory and research shows that motivation to transfer predicts behavior, I predict 
that motivation to transfer work-life balance skills will partially mediate the relationship between 
goal-setting and transfer. Again, I hypothesize that this will be a partial mediation because 
previous research has shown that training leads directly to transfer (Blume et al. 2010). I address 
this direct relationship initially in H2. In addition to the direct effect, I also expect to see an 
indirect relationship between goal-setting and transfer due to the aforementioned link goal-
setting has with motivations (Robbins & Judge, 2009), which in turn has been shown to 
influence behaviors (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008). Given these arguments, I propose: 
 H6: Motivation to transfer work-life balance strategies will partially  
mediate the relationship between goal-setting and training transfer. 
What is Self-Efficacy and How Does it Predict Training Outcomes? 
 Another line of research commonly found in the training transfer literature focuses on 
self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is a person’s estimate of their capacity to perform successfully on a 
task (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). Tai (2006) linked pre-training self-efficacy to performance, 
suggesting that those with higher self-efficacy have higher training motivation, which then leads 
to better performance. Additionally, self-efficacy has been found to predict post-training 
performance, meaning that those who believe they can perform well on a task perform better 
than those who think they cannot perform well (e.g., Gist, Bavetta, & Stevens, 1990; Gist & 
Mitchell, 1992; Gist, Stevens, & Bavetta, 1991; Mathieu, Martineau, & Tannenbaum, 1993). 
 For example, Mathieu et al. (1993) investigated the development of self-efficacy in 
university students enrolled in an eight week long introductory bowling course. When self-




efficacy was assessed partway through the bowling course, researchers found it positively 
predicted subsequent performance. 
 Many studies have found a positive correlation between self-efficacy and various 
performance outcomes (e.g., Campbell & Hacket, 1986; Locke & Latham, 1990; Schmidt & 
DeShon, 2010; Sitzmann & Ely, 2011; Stajkovic & Lee, 2001; Stumpf, Brief, & Hartman, 1987; 
Taylor, Locke, Lee, & Gist, 1984; Vrugt & Koenis, 2002; Wood & Locke, 1987; Zimmerman, 
2000). As one example, Taylor et al. (1984) showed that self-efficacy was significantly 
associated with productivity. In relation to coping outcomes, Stumpf et al. (1987) found a 
significant negative relationship between self-efficacy and emotion-focused coping (a coping 
style that was negatively related to performance).  
With respect to training transfer, self-efficacy has been found to have a direct effect on 
transfer. Overall, many previous studies have found a significant positive relationship between 
self-efficacy and training transfer (e.g. Chiaburu & Marinova, 2005; Ford, Smith, Weissbein, 
Gully, & Salas, 1998; Gaudine & Saks, 2004; Gist, 1989; Latham & Frayne, 1989; Mathieu, 
Tannenbaum, & Salas, 1992; Saks, 1995; Stevens & Gist, 1997; Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & 
Cannon-Bowers, 1991). This is likely because highly self-efficacious individuals put in more 
effort and persist longer than those who are low in self-efficacy. Thus, high self-efficacy has 
many of the same benefits as having a goal. Tziner, Haccoun, and Kadish (1991) hypothesized 
that having goals may contribute to greater training transfer because it provides feedback 
information individuals can use to improve their self-efficacy estimations. Therefore, self-
efficacy tends to lead to better performance and transfer, because those who are self-efficacious 
test alternative courses of action when they do not initially achieve success (Breso, Schaufeli, & 
Salanova, 2011). Given these findings, I hypothesize: 




H7: Participants with higher levels of self-efficacy will show higher levels of training  
transfer. 
 To test the proposed model, a training program was developed and tested over six 





























        Participants for this study consisted of faculty and staff members from Colorado State 
University (CSU) and the University of Colorado, as well as employees from the Town of Vail, 
Colorado and Columbine Health Systems. The only requirement for participation in the study is 
that participants were employed either part- or full-time (and attended training). Two continuing 
education and professional development services provided platforms for the training sessions 
conducted at the universities. The first is the Professional Development Institute (PDI), which 
holds an annual series of workshops on Colorado State’s campus. The other platform used was 
the continuing education program hosted in the Colorado School of Public Health’s Center for 
Health, Work, and Environment. This program holds continuing education workshops 
throughout the year and has many connections with outside organizations around the state of 
Colorado, which is how I was able to connect with the Town of Vail. Finally, I was able to 
connect with Columbine Health Systems thanks to Dr. Kraiger, who previously worked with 
Columbine’s Human Resources Director on a separate project. As a result of the variety of 
organizations and employees sampled for this research study, these findings are generalizable not 
just to workers in higher education, but also to workers in a range of industries. 
A total of 100 participants completed the training and time one (T1) measures. Attrition 
occurred at both post-training measurement points with 52 participants completing the time two 
(T2) measures, and 50 participants completing the time three (T3) measures. The T1 sample 
consisted of 37% men and 63% women. Eight-four percent of participants reported having a 
partner, 41% had children under the age of 18 living with them, and 19% had eldercare 




responsibilities. Finally, 75% of respondents had a four-year degree or higher. Complete 
demographic results can be found in Table 1. 
Study Design 
        This quasi-experimental study utilized a two-between one-within subjects design. One 
independent variable was the activity manipulation (i.e., goal-setting and control), and the second 
was self-efficacy, as measured at T1. The main dependent variables were work-life balance and 
training transfer. Additionally, the hypothesized mediator variables were motivation to transfer 
and intention to improve work-life balance. 
Six training sessions took place over a 74-day period, beginning the day of training and 
ending 2.5 months after the final transfer data were collected. Because work-life balance and 
transfer were measured and analyzed at several points in time (for some analyses), scores on 
these variables were considered a within-subjects factor. 
Procedure 
All participants, regardless of session or condition, were exposed to the same workshop 
on improving work-life balance. At the conclusion of the general session, participants were 
randomly assigned to one of the two conditions: goal-setting or review (control). Once assigned 
to a condition, participants were walked through the manipulation handout by one of the two 
trainers that conducted the workshop (Dr. Fisher and me). After completing the handout, 
participants took the first post-training survey. For all participants, this survey measured initial 
levels of work-life balance, general self-efficacy, intentions to improve work-life balance, 
motivation to transfer, and basic demographic questions. The second survey was sent out 30 days 
after the completion of the training session and the third survey was sent out 60 days after the 
completion of the training session. Both surveys remained open and available to participants for 




14 days. These two follow-up surveys measured work-life balance and the extent to which the 
strategies learned in the training session were being transferred by participants.  
Training Content 
        The training content was initially designed by Dr. Fisher as an outreach effort and was 
designed to be delivered in the form of an informative lecture and workshop. After initially pilot 
testing the session, Dr. Fisher and myself revised the training content based on participant 
feedback. Specifically, participants requested more concrete examples of how to implement the 
work-life balance strategies being covered in the workshop.  
Each session first provided an overview of work-life balance, ways to define and measure 
balance (e.g. work-life conflict), and current research findings on the consequences of poor 
work-life balance. Next, the session covered multiple empirically-backed strategies (e.g., 
organizational support, supervisor support, time management, etc.) that have been shown to 
improve work-life balance. The strategies covered can all be classified as either increasing 
resources or reducing demands. At the completion of the general session, participants were 
randomly assigned to either the goal-setting manipulation or the control group. 
The participants assigned to the goal-setting manipulation received an activity that 
instructed them to set goals for future behaviors. Dr. Fisher led this session and started with a 
warm-up exercise that asked participants to think about sources of work-life conflict in their own 
lives, identify “buffers” that can help reduce this conflict and increase their balance, and identify 
what barriers might prevent their success. Next, she explained to participants what goal-setting is 
and how it can help people achieve their goals. More specifically, the handout detailed what 
SMART (specific, measurable, action-oriented, reasonable, and time-bound) goals are, and Dr. 
Fisher used this format to guide participants in setting their own goals. The handout also 




provided an example of a SMART goal. Lastly, Dr. Fisher walked participants through a couple 
of questions that required them to think about their goals for their work-life balance and write 
them down as SMART goals. The handout for this manipulation is included in Appendix A. 
Participants assigned to the control manipulation received no motivation manipulation. 
This group received a handout that reviewed the lecture materials and participated in a group 
discussion, facilitated by me. The information covered in their handout consisted of the stress 
process, what work life balance is, and ways to reduce conflict and improve balance. Participants 
were not prompted to think about their goals and were instead guided through a group 
conversation about the current work-life balance challenges they face. The handout for this 
manipulation can also be found in Appendix A. 
Measures 
Three surveys were administered, the day-of training survey (T1), and two post-training 
transfer surveys (T2 and T3). All measures are provided in Appendix B. The measures used 
within these surveys are described in more detail below. 
Work-life balance. Work-life balance was measured at three time points using a three-
item scale developed by Fisher (2001; T1 α = 0.79; T2 α = 0.81; T3 α = 0.79). The scale utilizes 
a five-point Likert-type scale that ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Items are: 
“Overall, I have a balance between my work and personal life,” “I am able to effectively juggle 
my work and personal life,” and “I have enough time to do everything I want to do at work and 
at home.” 
Intention to improve work-life balance. There was no established measure of intentions 
to improve work-life balance measure, so I developed my own based on the theory of planned 
behavior by adapting a four-item scale developed by Rise, Thompson, and Verplanken (2003). 




The original scale was used to assess implementation intentions in regards to regular exercise. 
Items were adapted by rewording the original items to reflect intention to improve work-life 
balance rather than exercise behaviors. The response scale used a five-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from very unlikely to very likely. Examples of adapted items include “How likely is it 
that you are going to perform at least one of the work-life balance strategies during the next 
couple of weeks,” “and “I intend to perform at least one of the work-life balance strategies over 
the next couple of weeks.” Participant data from the pilot study showed that the scale revealed 
adequate reliability (α = .94) and scale variance. 
New General Self-Efficacy Scale (NGSE). Self-efficacy was measured with Chen, 
Gully, and Eden’s (2001) eight-item general self-efficacy scale. This measure is unidimensional 
and displayed adequate reliability (α = 0.84). The scale utilizes a five-point Likert-type response 
scale that ranges from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Sample items are “I will be able to 
achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself,” “When facing difficult tasks, I am certain 
that I will accomplish them,” and “In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are 
important to me.” The authors found that the NGSE scale yielded higher contextual and 
predictive validity compared to the original General Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer, Maddux, 
Mercandante, Prentice-Dunn, Jacobs, & Rogers, 1982). Additionally, the NGSE’s eight-item 
measure is shorter than the original 17-item measure, thus, a more attractive option for 
researchers looking to minimize participant burden.   
Motivation to transfer. This measure was adapted from Klein, Dachner, Surface, and 
Brown’s (2012) scale used to measure motivation to transfer language skills (α = 0.84). This 
scale contains six items and utilizes a five-point Likert-type scale that ranges from not motivated 
to extremely motivated. The original items were reworded to reflect motivation to transfer the 




work-life balance skills learned in the training session. The directions asked participants to 
indicate the extent to which they are motivated to use the skills learned in the training and 
includes items such as “use your work-life balance skills to increase resources” and “seek out 
opportunities to use your work-life balance skills?” Coefficient α in the current study was 0.84. 
Training transfer. A 10-item measure of transfer of training was developed based on the 
material covered in the work-life balance training session. Using a format recommended by 
Kraiger (2002), for each behavior covered in the training program, participants are asked 
whether they have attempted to incorporate that behavior into their life since the training. 
Response options are: yes, no, or not applicable. If the participant indicates that they have 
attempted to incorporate the behavior, they are then asked how frequently they performed the 
behavior on average. Responses range from 1 to 2 times since the training to more than 4 times 
per week on average. The questions appeared in matrix format in the Qualtrics platform. For data 
analysis purposes, an individual’s level of transfer was determined by summing the frequencies 
with which they incorporated the training behaviors. Coefficient α in the current study was 0.75 
at T2 and 0.69 at T3. Since some participants only filled out transfer data at one time point (some 
completed T2, but not T3, while others completed T3, but not from T2), a new transfer variable 
was created by combining T2 and T3 into a new variable. If participants completed both T2 and 
T3 transfer surveys, then only the data from T2 were included in the new variable. By creating 
this new variable, N was boosted from 51 responses in T2 and 45 in T3 to 62 in T2orT3.   
Training reactions. Additionally, participant’s affective reactions and utility reactions 
towards the training were measured using five-item scales from Tan, Hall, and Boyce (2003; 
affective α = 0.76; utility α = 0.81). The scale utilizes a five-point Likert-type scale that ranges 
from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Examples of affective reaction items include: “I would 




recommend this program to other people who have the opportunity,” and “The training program 
was, overall, very effective.” Examples of utility reaction items include: “This training program 
taught me nothing I will use,” and “The training program was very useful.” 
Demographics. Lastly, participants were also asked to report demographic information 
on gender, race, age, relationship status, children, elder care responsibilities, highest degree 











































First, all T1 data were collected via paper-and-pencil surveys and transcribed into an 
SPSS file. After all the transfer data were collected (T2 and T3), the T1 data were joined with the 
subsequent transfer data via the unique identifier participants developed in T1. The data were 
cleaned by recoding negatively worded items and creating scale scores for the outcome 
variables: work-life balance T1, T2, and T3, motivation to transfer, intention to transfer, self-
efficacy, training reactions (utility and affective), and transfer. Due to the high rate of attrition 
(44%) often seen in longitudinal studies, I next describe the measures that were taken to ensure 
neither outliers nor missing data influenced the findings. 
First, outliers were determined by examining the z scores of the outcome variables (work-
life balance T1-T3, motivation to transfer, intention to improve work-life balance, self-efficacy, 
and transfer). Values that exceeded 3.29 or were below -3.29 were removed from the dataset 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Analyses were then rerun without the outliers and compared with 
previous results that included the outliers in the analyses. After determining that the results were 
not affected by these values, the outliers were included in the dataset due to the low sample size 
of the study. 
Next, potential response bias due to missing data was examined by conducting t-tests on 
each outcome variable to determine if there were significant differences between people who had 
missing data and people who did not. Results showed no significant differences between groups 
for any of the outcome variables. A follow-up chi-square test was conducted to examine whether 
demographic characteristics predicted subsequent participation in either of the two transfer 
surveys. According to these results, gender significantly predicted participation in the transfer 




surveys χ 2(1, 100) = 7.79; p < 0.01. Specifically, women were significantly more likely to 
participate than men. Based on this finding gender was considered as a potential control variable 
in later analyses. 
Descriptive statistics and correlations between all study variables were calculated and are 
presented in Table 2. Of note, motivation to transfer was positively correlated with intentions to 
improve balance, self-efficacy and transfer, the three work-life balance time points were all 
significantly correlated with each other, and having children was negatively correlated with 
transfer.   
Tests of Hypotheses 
Next, H1 was tested using a repeated measures analysis. H1 hypothesized that 
participants of a work-life balance training session will show improved levels of work-life 
balance, thus, a repeated measures analysis allows me to examine the within-subject effects of 
time on work-life balance. Results showed no significant within-person effects of time on work-
life balance, Wilk’s Lambda = .87, F(2, 30) = 2.35, p = 0.11. Three paired samples t-tests were 
used to make post hoc comparisons between time points. Results indicated that work-life balance 
scores at T1 were significantly higher than scores at T2, t(46) = 2.52, p = 0.02, and scores at T2 
were significantly lower than scores at T3, t(33) = -2.10, p = 0.04. However, scores at T1 and T3 
were not significantly different from one another t(43) = -0.49, p = 0.63. 
To test H7, which predicted that participants with higher levels of self-efficacy would 
show higher levels of training transfer, I regressed transfer on self-efficacy scores. Results 
showed no significant effect of self-efficacy on transfer b = 4.09, t(46) = 1.85, p = 0.07, 
indicating H7 was not supported. Although, not significant, it is interesting to note that self-
efficacy did account for 7% of the variance in transfer, R = 0.26, r2 = 0.07, which, according to 




Bosco, Aguinis, Singh, Field, and Pierce (2015) lands somewhere between the 67th and 75th 
percentile in the distribution of effect sizes characterizing relationships between psychological 
variables. The authors established this distribution of effect sizes by reviewing studies published 
in Journal of Applied Psychology and Personnel Psychology between 1980 and 2010. 
H2, which hypothesized that participants in the goal-setting condition will show higher 
rates of training transfer compared to the control group, was tested next via linear regression. 
The results showed no significant effect for activity on transfer b = 3.66, t(46) = 1.75, p = 0.09, 
meaning H2 was not supported. Although the effect of activity on transfer was not significant, it 
accounts for 6% of the variance in transfer, R = 0.25, r2 = 0.06. This effect size falls between the 
60th and 67th percentiles (Bosco et al., 2015) of effect sizes published in top I-O journals.  
After the initial hypothesis test was complete, further analyses were run to examine other 
variables that could possibly attenuate the effects of activity on transfer. Correlations were run 
between the demographic variables and outcome variables (as seen in Table 2). This analysis 
showed that having children was negatively and significantly correlated with transfer (r = -0.30, 
p = 0.03). Thus, I conducted a hierarchical regression testing the effects of activity on transfer 
while controlling for both children and self-efficacy. Results show a significant effect of activity 
on transfer b = 4.04, t(43) =  2.04, p = 0.05 with this model significantly explaining 24% of the 
variance in transfer, R = 0.48,  r2 = 0.24, F(1, 43) = 4.17, p = 0.05. This places the effect above 
the 80th percentile in the effect size distribution (Bosco et al., 2015). 
H3 predicted that participants in the goal-setting condition would show greater intentions 
to improve work-life balance than those in the control group and was tested with a linear 
regression. The results showed no significant effect for activity on motivation to transfer, b = 
0.18, t(84) = 1.42, p = 0.16, meaning H3 was not supported. 




H4 hypothesized that the relationship between goal-setting and training transfer would be 
partially mediated by intention to improve work-life balance. This hypothesis was tested using 
the PROCESS macro in SPSS (Hayes, 2013). Using bootstrapping (see Hayes, 2017, and Stride, 
Gardner, Catley, & Thomas, 2015 for a technical discussion), the test of the indirect effect of 
goal-setting on transfer through intention to improve work-life balance was not significant (95% 
CI = [-0.80, 2.79]). First, transfer was regressed on activity, which yielded the “c” path. Next, the 
“a” path was produced by regressing intention to improve work-life balance on activity. Finally, 
the “b” and “c’” paths were produced by regressing transfer on intention to improve and activity. 
According to Fritz and MacKinnon (2007) both the “a” path and “b” path must be significant in 
order for mediation to exist. If both are significant, the indirect path is then calculated by 
multiplying the “a” and “b” paths together. Results showed that only the “b” path, the effect of 
intentions on transfer, was significant b = 4.46, t(45) = 2.42, p = 0.02, suggesting H4 was not 
supported. 
H5, participants in the goal-setting condition will show greater motivation to transfer than 
those in the control group, was tested next via a linear regression. The results showed no 
significant effect for activity on motivation to transfer b = 0.11, t(84) = 0.80, p = 0.43, thus, H5 
was not supported. 
Lastly, H6 stated that motivation to transfer work-life balance strategies would partially 
mediate the relationship between goal-setting and transfer of training. Again, this hypothesis was 
tested using bootstrapping in the SPSS macro, PROCESS (Hayes, 2013). Results indicated no 
significant indirect effect (CI 95% = [-2.04, 1.94]). First, transfer was regressed on activity, 
which yielded the “c” path. Next, the “a” path was produced by regressing motivation to transfer 
on activity. Finally, the “b” and “c’” paths were produced by regressing transfer on motivation to 




transfer and activity. Following procedures recommended by Fritz and Mackinnon (2007), only 
the “b” path, the effect of motivation to transfer on transfer, was significant b = 5.80, t(45) = 
3.66, p < .001. This is inconsistent with the requirements for mediation, thus indicating no 
support for H6. 
Post Hoc Analyses 
In addition to the hypothesized analyses, two separate linear regressions were run by 
regressing transfer on two training reactions variables that measured participants’ perceived 
utility of the training and affective reactions to the training. Results show that affective training 
reactions had a significant positive effect on subsequent transfer b = 4.56, t(53) = 2.36, p = 0.02. 
Additionally, other post-training attitudes were found to significantly predict transfer. 
Specifically, results showed that both motivation to transfer (b = 6.17, t(54)  = 4.02, p < 0.001) 






























The purpose of this study was to develop and evaluate a training program intended to 
improve participants’ work-life balance. Additionally, I investigated the direct effect of 
participants’ self-efficacy on training transfer, and the direct and indirect effects of a goal-setting 
intervention on transfer. My study is unique, with respect to the OHP literature, in that it 
examined the effects of individual training on work-life balance outcomes. Additionally, this 
study answered a call for more research as to why training is effective. While results indicated no 
support for the seven original hypotheses, effect sizes for several independent variables 
compared favorably with results from other organizational sciences. Post hoc analyses showed 
that post-training attitudes predict work-life balance transfer and that the training intervention 
worked for participants without children. 
Summary of Results 
No support was found for H1, which hypothesized that participants of a work-life balance 
training session would show improved levels of work-life balance. In fact, work-life balance 
scores at T2 were significantly lower than work-life balance scores reported at T1, thus having 
the opposite effect as predicted. Although scores decreased from T1 to T2, scores at T3 went 
back up. Thus, between 30 and 60 days, work-life balance significantly increased and was higher 
than work-life balance at T1.  
There several explanations for why work-life balance scores decreased after training. 
First, according to Kraiger (2002), it is not unusual to see performance decline immediately after 
training. This is due to trainees trying out new skills and techniques. Once they have been able to 
practice the new skills and techniques, performance is expected to increase. In this study, a 




similar pattern emerged. The decline in work-life balance could have been due to a lack of 
proficiency in applying new skills, and the increase in work-life balance between 30 and 60 days 
could have been a result of practice - participants became better at implementing the work-life 
balance strategies taught in the training. This is not surprising given the meta-analytic finding 
that performance improves with practice (Macnamara, Hambrick, & Oswald, 2014). This 
suggests that my results could have been more positive if the T2 measure of work-life balance 
was taken later. 
The results could also be an example of beta change, which occurs in a pre-post designs. 
Beta change occurs when changes in scores on a post-test are attributed to recalibration due to 
the intervention (Golembiewski, Billingsley, & Yeager, 1976). In this case, participants may 
have thought they were doing a good job at balancing their work and nonwork lives until they 
got the training. After the training, their self-perceptions of what they were doing got worse. 
Again, as participants recalibrate, self-ratings are expected to rise over time. 
Although no support was initially found for H7, which predicted that participants with 
higher levels of self-efficacy would show higher levels of training transfer, self-efficacy had a 
relatively large effect on transfer. Specifically, the effect size falls somewhere between the 67th 
and 75th percentiles of effect size distributions published in top I-O journals. Although 
significance was not found, this is likely due to the study’s low power. Despite the lack of 
significance, the direction of the effect was consistent with past research on self-efficacy and 
transfer (e.g. Chiaburu & Marinova, 2005; Ford, Smith, Weissbein, Gully, & Salas, 1998; 
Gaudine & Saks, 2004; Gist, 1989; Latham & Frayne, 1989; Mathieu, Tannenbaum, & Salas, 
1992; Saks, 1995; Stevens & Gist, 1997; Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 
1991). Together, these results suggest that participants with high self-efficacy are more likely to 




apply what they learn. This is likely because highly self-efficacious people put in more effort and 
persist longer than those low in self-efficacy.   
For H2, which stated that participants in the goal-setting condition would show higher 
levels of transfer, no support was found. Although the results showed that activity had no 
significant effect on participants’ training transfer, relatively large effect sizes were found again. 
This time, the effect of goal-setting on transfer fell between the 60th and 67th percentiles of 
effect size distributions published in top I-O journals. The lack of significance is surprising 
because goal-setting has had robust effects in previous studies (e.g., Burke & Hutchins, 2007; 
Grossman & Salas, 2011; Robbins & Judge, 2009; Wexley & Baldwin, 1986). There are a couple 
of reasons, beyond low power, that may have contributed to these insignificant effects. One 
potential reason is perhaps the participants did not accept the goals they made. Given that the 
goal-setting activity was just a piece of the overall workshop, and participants did not know they 
would be participating in this activity, they may have just written down something that came to 
mind without truly internalizing and accepting that goal. Another potential reason for these 
results could be due to a lack of feedback. As mentioned previously, other studies have found 
that when feedback was provided, participants improved their performance on the dimensions 
they already had goals for (Locke & Bryan, 1969). In other words, perhaps if the goals had been 
revisited with feedback, I would have seen a stronger effect for goal-setting on transfer. Again, 
despite the lack of significance, the direction of the effect was consistent with past research on 
goal-setting and transfer. Taken together, these results suggest that goal-setting improves 
transfer. This is likely because goal-setting directs attention, stimulates action, increases 
persistence, and encourages strategy development. 




It is also worth noting is that a significant effect of goal-setting on transfer was found 
after controlling for the number of children. In other words, after controlling for variance in 
transfer for the number of children, goal-setting did have a significant effect on post-training 
transfer. This finding suggests that the goal-setting activity may not have been a strong enough 
manipulation for individuals who face greater non-work responsibilities. For parents with 
children, they may face so many home demands that it takes a stronger intervention to have any 
effect on their work-life balance and transfer. Another potential reason for this finding could 
have to do with the strategies provided in the training. It is possible that these strategies were 
simply not effective for trainees with children, or were too time consuming for these individuals 
to engage in. In the future, strategies specific to the unique demands of parenthood could prove 
effective.  
H3 was also not supported. H3 predicted that participants in the goal-setting condition 
would show greater intentions to improve work-life balance. Thus, it can be assumed that the 
goal-setting manipulation was not effective at influencing participants’ intentions to improve 
their work-life balance. Despite previous research suggesting goal-setting theory closely aligns 
with intentions (Gollwitzer, 1993), my study did not see a significant effect of goal-setting on 
intentions. This may be due to the manipulation being too weak to affect participants’ intentions 
or measurement error. Additionally, a scale measuring intentions to improve work-life balance 
did not exist prior to this study, so I had to develop my own by adapting a four-item scale 
originally used to measure exercise intentions (Rise, et al., 2003). Although adapting scales is 
commonly done in psychological measurement, research shows it has the potential to threaten 
the validity of the scale (Heggestad et al., in press). Thus, the scale I utilized in my study may 
not have been accurately measuring intentions to improve work-life balance.   




H4 predicted that intentions to improve transfer would partially mediate the relationship 
between training activity and transfer. Although the mediation hypothesis was not supported, 
results showed that intentions to improve did significantly predict subsequent transfer This is 
consistent with many studies investigating the relationship between intentions, behavior and 
transfer (Ajzen, 1985; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1980; Gollwitzer & Sheeran, 2006). The current 
finding suggests the importance of intentions in the context of training transfer and indicates that 
future research should pay attention to how training affects participant intentions. However, the 
lack of significance for the mediation hypothesis goes back to the idea that the goal-setting 
manipulation used in this study may not have been strong enough to impact intentions to 
improve work-life balance.  
H5 proposed that participants in the goal-setting condition would show greater 
motivation to transfer than those in the control group. Results of the test of H5 revealed that 
participants in the goal-setting condition did not report significantly greater levels of motivation 
to transfer compared those in the control group. These results were surprising because of the 
theoretical linkages between goals and motivation to transfer (Grossman & Salas, 2011). I 
speculate this is a part of the same problem identified in H3 and H4, the goal-setting 
manipulation was not effective at influencing participants’ attitudes. In order to strengthen the 
effect the activity manipulation has on motivation to transfer, more time could be devoted to the 
activity piece of the training. Additionally, the manipulation can be strengthened by including 
post-training check-ins to increase the saliency of the participants’ goals and their goal progress.  
Finally, no support was found for H6, in which I hypothesized that motivation to transfer 
would partially mediate the relationship between activity and transfer despite the empirical 
linkages between goals, motivation to transfer, and transfer (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008; 




Grossman & Salas, 2011). Although the mediation hypothesis was not supported, results showed 
that motivation to transfer did significantly predict subsequent transfer. This finding is similar to 
H4, and further supports the idea that the goal-setting manipulation may not have been strong 
enough to impact participants’ attitudes. Despite the insignificant meditation findings, the effect 
of motivation on transfer supports previous findings in the training transfer literature (e.g., 
Gegenfurtner, 2011).  
In addition to the impact motivation to transfer and intention to improve had on transfer, 
affective reactions towards the training was also found to affect transfer in a post hoc analysis. 
Previous research examining the relationships among training criteria found similar results 
(Alliger, Tannenbaum, Bennett, Traver, & Shotland, 1997; Blume et al., 2010). This is because 
attitudes toward an object are likely related to general behavioral tendencies towards that object 
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973). This finding, in addition to the effects of intentions to improve and 
motivation to transfer on transfer, shows just how influential post-training attitudes are on 
transfer. 
Contributions 
I embarked on this project with the goal of evaluating a training program that aimed to 
help motivate participants to improve their work-life balance. More specifically, my study makes 
two novel contributions to the literature. I integrate the OHP and training literatures, and this is 
the first study to attempt to train individuals in work-life balance skills. Below, I discuss the 
implications of my study to the training literature, to the OHP literature, and to the two 
combined. 
Training contributions. One of the contributions this study makes is looking at work-
life balance as an outcome of individual-level training. More specifically, this training was 




focused on training work-life balance skills to individual employees. This is unique as most of 
the work-life balance training literature has either focused on training managers in FSSB (e.g., 
Hammer et al., 2011; Hammer et al., 2016; Kelly et al., 2014; Odle-Dusseau et al., 2016) or on 
training individuals in skills other than work-life balance, such as mindfulness (e.g., Kiburz et 
al., 2017; Michel et al., 2014). While I didn’t find a positive effect for training on work-life 
balance in this study, other researchers are encouraged to pursue methods of improving workers’ 
work-life balance. Additionally, there has not been a lot of research using goal-setting as a 
manipulation to improve transfer. Thus, another unique contribution of this study is calling 
attention to using goal-setting as a potential influencer of transfer.  
Occupational health psychology contributions.  
Additionally, this research serves as a foundation for integrating training theories and 
evidence-based training practices into the field of OHP and work-life balance. Given that OHP is 
a discipline that defines itself around intervention work, training is a common type of 
intervention and should be well understood and more frequently implemented in the OHP 
literature. These results also have implications for the work-life training literature by 
demonstrating individual-level training can effectively influence the transfer of work-life balance 
skills. Not all traditional work-life interventions like flexible work arrangements works for all 
types of jobs and companies, thus the idea to train individuals directly adds to the OHP literature. 
Although the results did not show significant effects, my study still provided concrete 
contributions by developing the training materials and suggesting ways it could be improved 
upon in future research.  
 
 





There are a few potential limitations of this this study. First, the study was underpowered, 
due to both high rates of attrition and lack of access to additional organizational samples. A post-
hoc analysis of observed power indicated that I only had 0.40 power to detect a true effect, if one 
occurred. Typically, researchers desire power that is 0.80 or higher. The consequences of 
underpowered studies include a reduced chance of finding a true effect, overestimates of effect 
sizes, and low reproducibility of results (Button et al., 2013). Because my study was 
underpowered I was unable to detect effects that could potentially be significant with a larger 
sample size. Additionally, a small sample size can also negatively impact the generalizability of 
results. Although I was able to survey participants from a few different industries (i.e., higher 
education, health care, and hospitality), there are still many major industries that I did not sample 
(e.g., manufacturing, retail, or food services). A power analysis utilizing the effect sizes of the 
current study indicated that 120 participants would be needed to achieve 0.80 power and 200 
participants are needed to achieve 0.95 power. 
Another limitation of the present study is time. First, the training intervention was scaled 
down to fit within a 90-minute timeframe. This was largely due to organizations and employees 
not having more time to devote to this training. This lack of time devoted to the training and the 
goal-setting activity, could be an additional reason as to why the goal-setting manipulation 
showed no significant effects on intentions to improve, motivation to transfer, and transfer.    
A third limitation of this study is that men participated in the transfer survey significantly 
less than women. In other words, men were more likely to experience attrition (due to 
nonresponse) than women. The consequence of this finding is that men are underrepresented in 
the current transfer findings. This underrepresentation can have an impact on the external 




validity of this study, specifically, the current findings may not generalize to men. Another 
potential issue is that men could have responded to the training differently. Previous research 
suggests that men perceive their work-life balance differently (e.g., Emslie & Hunt, 2009) and 
they perceive they have more work-life balance when compared with women (e.g., Tausig & 
Fenwick, 2001). Unfortunately, this potential issue is exasperated by the study’s small sample 
size. With an appropriate N, I could have run additional analyses to tease apart gender 
differences, which would have contributed to the literature on work-life balance gender 
differences. 
Additionally, there was no true control group to compare with the training plus goal-
setting group and the training plus review activity group. In this study, the control group still 
received the work-life balance training, even though they did not receive the goal-setting 
manipulation. Thus, there is no way of comparing how the training, aside from the 
manipulations, worked on its own compared to no intervention at all, or if the manipulations 
without the training would have worked on their own. 
Finally, no pre-test data on work-life balance were collected before participants 
participated in the training. Had this data been collected, it could have helped explain whether 
beta change occurred. However, given that no pre-test data were collected before the training 
occurred, I cannot be certain that beta change explains why reports of work-life balance declined 
between T1 and T2.  
Future Directions 
Given the conditional effects of the current manipulation, future research should 
investigate other intervention possibilities that could reach a wider audience. A stronger 
manipulation that impacts motivation to transfer and intentions to improve could be 




accomplished by revamping the current goal-setting manipulation in a way that is more 
impactful for participants. This could be done by extending the length of time spent participating 
in the manipulation, or by adding follow-up sessions with participants to regularly check in with 
their goal achievement. By adding following up sessions, the trainer can implement greater 
accountability, which has been shown to improve transfer (e.g., Broad, 2005; Broad & 
Newstrom, 1992; Burke & Saks, 2009), and offers a chance for refresher training, which has also 
been shown to increase performance outcomes (e.g., Nishiyama et al., 2015). Additionally, a 
training targeted specifically for working parents could also help achieve better intervention 
effects. Results showed that after controlling for number of children, the current training did 
have a positive effect on transfer. Thus, by having an intervention that focuses on strategies 
especially relevant for workers with children, the reported transfer of working parents may 
potentially be improved. It may also be that employees with parenting responsibilities need a 
combination of individual-level training and family friendly human resource policies (e.g., 
alternative work arrangements and flexible scheduling) to maximize their work-life balance.  
Additional follow-up surveys and a longer period of data collection could help 
researchers better explain the pattern in which work-life balance improves over time. As 
discussed in the results, reported work-life balance declined between T1 and T2, but then 
increased between T2 and T3. If additional data had been collected at later time points, we would 
be able to examine the extent to which work-life balance continues to improve over time (if at 
all). Another option would be to simply start measuring transfer at a later point in time. In this 
case, perhaps T2 was too soon to see any positive effect of the training. Additionally, increased 
contact with participants post-training could help reduce attrition rates. In the current study, 
participants were emailed the day after the training session thanking them for attending the 




session and providing them with the slides from the session. They were contacted again 30 days 
later via email informing them that the T2 survey was live and open for two weeks. One week 
later, participants were sent a reminder email regarding the T2 survey. The same process was 
followed for the T3 survey. According to Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2014), following up 
with participants via multiple modes and with persistence can encourage participation and reduce 
attrition. For example, future researchers should consider both immediately following up with 
participants after the training via email and distributing hand-written thank you notes. In both 
cases, the researchers can ask the participants to look for an email with the transfer survey on a 
certain date.  
Finally, future researchers should also consider adding in a measure of perceived 
organizational support for work-life balance, or a similar culture measure. Given that the post-
training environment has been shown to have a significant impact on the transfer of other learned 
skills (Sales et al., 2012), the same can be assumed for the transfer of work-life balance skills. 
Collecting this information can help establish the extent to which (if any) organizations and 
industries differ in terms of support for work-life balance. Practically speaking, measuring the 
impact of perceived organizational and/or industry culture surround work-life balance can help 
researchers identify issues at the organizational/industry level and lead to the development of 















Given that alternative work arrangements are not always feasible for organizations to 
implement, and supervisor training does not provide employees with any resources of their own 
to cope with their work-life balance challenges, individual-level trainings aimed at improving 
employees’ personal resources enable work-life balance interventions to be more accessible for a 
wider range of employees. The current study evaluated the effectiveness of a work-life balance 
training intervention at improving participants’ motivation to transfer and subsequent transfer. 
Although the study results do not show support for the hypothesized effects, post hoc analyses 
show that the intervention was successful for participants without children and post-training 
attitudes predicted transfer. Additionally, although effects were not significant, results indicated 
relatively large effect sizes for the impact of both self-efficacy and goal-setting on transfer. Thus, 
these findings have important implications for the future of work-life balance trainings and our 
understanding of what predicts training transfer. 





   
Demographic Information for Study Sample  
Predictor Goal-Setting (N = 48) Control (N =38) 
Gender   
     Men 61% (14) 39% (9) 
     Women 54% (34) 46% (29) 
Relationship Status   
     Single 75% (6) 25% (2) 
     Dating 67% (2) 33% (1) 
     Living with partner 23% (3) 77% (10) 
     Married 56% (31) 44% (24) 
     Divorced 83% (5) 17% (1) 
    Widowed  - - 
Children    
     Yes 60% (21) 40% (14) 
     No 52% (26) 48% (24) 
Eldercare   
     Yes 62% (10) 38% (6) 
     No 55% (38) 45% (31) 
Degree   
     N/A - - 
     Diploma/GED 67% (4) 33% (2) 
     Tech degree 33% (1) 67% (2) 
     2-year degree 83% (10) 17% (2) 
     4-year degree 57% (17) 43% (13) 
     Professional degree 47% (16) 53% (18) 
     Doctorate degree - -  







               
















    
 
Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables               
Variable N M  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Activity 86 0.56 0.50           
2.  WLB1  100 3.15 0.69 -0.11          
3.  WLB2 52 2.88 0.94 0.03  0.59**         
4.  WLB3 50 3.33 0.90 -0.20 0.40**  0.37*        
5.  Motivation to transfer 100 3.65 0.62 0.09 0.11 0.16  0.20       
6.  Intention to improve 100 4.34 0.60 0.15 0.08 0.11 0.05  0.56**      
7.  Self-efficacy 100 4.03 0.47 0.08 0.33** 0.27 0.28 0.25*  0.41**     
8.  Training reactions (affective) 98 4.24 0.55 -0.09 0.21* 0.24 0.37* 0.50** 0.46** 0.45**    
9.  Training reactions (utility) 98 4.33 0.54 -0.03 -0.01 0.09 0.31 0.54** 0.52** 0.30** 0.71**   
10.  Transfer  62 16.98 7.59 0.25 0.02 0.03 0.22 0.48** 0.30** 0.23 0.31**  0.23  
11.  Gender 100 0.75 0.44 -0.06 0.01 0.10 -0.15 0.04 0.01 -0.08 0.19 0.05 -0.03 
12. Relationship Status 98 2.54 1.03 0.01 -0.12 0.02 -0.02 0.06 -0.02 -0.06 -0.09 0.03 -0.15 
13. Children 98 0.39 0.49 0.08 -0.16 -0.14 -0.13 -0.11 -0.07 -0.09 -0.25* -0.19 -0.30* 
14. Eldercare 98 0.17 0.38 0.06 -0.02 0.17 -0.23 0.00 -0.01 0.02 0.09 0.06 -0.14 
15. Degree 98 3.94 1.23 -0.14 -0.06 -0.18 -0.24 -0.20* -0.19 0.01 -0.06 -0.13 -0.21 
Note: Activity (0 = Control, 1 = Goal-Setting); WLB = Work-Life Balance. Transfer (0 – 40); Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female); Relationship Status (0 = Single, 1 = Dating, 2 = Living 
with partner, 3 = Married, 4 = Divorced, 5 = Widowed); Children (0 = No children, 1 = Has children 18 or younger living with them); Eldercare (0 = No eldercare responsibilities, 1 = 
Eldercare responsibilities). Degree (0 = N/A, 1 = Diploma/GED, 2 = Tech degree, 3 = 2-year degree, 4 = 4-year degree, 5 = Professional degree, 6 = Doctorate degree). * p < .05. ** p < 
.01.  
              




Table 2 Continued 
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations Among Study Variables 
 
Variable 11 12 13 14 
1. Activity     
2.  WLB1      
3.  WLB2     
4.  WLB3     
5.  Motivation to transfer     
6.  Intention to improve     
7.  Self-efficacy     
8.  Training reactions (affective)   
9.  Training reactions (utility)     
10.  Transfer     
11. Gender     
12. Relationship Status -0.06    
13. Children 0.08  0.40**   
14. Eldercare -0.05 0.03 -0.09  
15. Degree 0.24* -0.09 0.12 -0.04 
Note: Activity (0 = Control, 1 = Goal-Setting); WLB = Work-Life 
Balance. Transfer (0 – 40); Gender (0 = Male, 1 = Female); 
Relationship Status (0 = Single, 1 = Dating, 2 = Living with partner, 3 
= Married, 4 = Divorced, 5 = Widowed); Children (0 = No children, 1 
= Has children 18 or younger living with them); Eldercare (0 = No 
eldercare responsibilities, 1 = Eldercare responsibilities). Degree (0 = 
N/A, 1 = Diploma/GED, 2 = Tech degree, 3 = 2-year degree, 4 = 4-
year degree, 5 = Professional degree, 6 = Doctorate degree). * p < .05. 
** p < .01. 
 
    
 
   








Aguinis, H., & Kraiger, K. (2009). Benefits of training and development for individuals and 
teams, organizations, and society. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 451-474. 
Ajzen, I. (1985). From intentions to actions: A theory of planned behavior. In J. Kuhl & J. 
Beckmann (Eds.) Action control: From cognition to behavior (pp. 11-39). New York: 
Springer Verlag. 
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1977). Attitude-behavior relations: A theoretical analysis and review 
of empirical research. Psychological Bulletin, 84, 888-918. 
Ajzen, I., & Fishbein, M. (1973). Attitudinal and normative variables as predictors of specific 
behavior. Journal of personality and Social Psychology, 27, 41. 
Allen, T. D., & Armstrong, J. (2006). Further examination of the link between work-family 
conflict and physical health: The role of health-related behaviors. American Behavioral 
Scientist, 49, 1204-1221. 
Allen, T. D., Golden, T. D., & Shockley, K. M. (2015). How effective is telecommuting? 
Assessing the status of our scientific findings. Psychological Science in the Public 
Interest, 16(2), 40-68. 
Allen, T. D., Herst, D. E., Bruck, C. S., & Sutton, M. (2000). Consequences associated with 
work-to-family conflict: a review and agenda for future research. Journal of 
Occupational Health Psychology, 5, 278-308. 
Alliger, G. M., Tannenbaum, S. I., Bennett Jr, W., Traver, H., & Shotland, A. (1997). A meta‐
analysis of the relations among training criteria. Personnel Psychology, 50, 341-358. 




The American Institute of Stress. (2017). Workplace stress. Retrieved from 
https://www.stress.org/workplace-stress/. 
Anderson, S. E., Coffey, B. S., & Byerly, R. T. (2002). Formal organizational initiatives and 
informal workplace practices: Links to work–family conflict and job-related outcomes. 
Journal of Management, 28, 787-810. 
Arthur Jr, W., Bennett Jr, W., Stanush, P. L., & McNelly, T. L. (1998). Factors that influence 
skill decay and retention: A quantitative review and analysis. Human Performance, 11, 
57-101. 
Association for Talent Development. (2018). 2018: State of the industry. Alexandria, VA: ATD 
Press. 
Baldwin, T. T., & Ford, J. K. (1988). Transfer of training: A review and directions for future 
research. Personnel Psychology, 41, 63-105. 
Bandura, A. (1991). Social cognitive theory of self-regulation. Organizational behavior and 
human decision processes, 5, 248-287. 
Bandura, A., & Cervone, D. (1983). Self-evaluative and self-efficacy mechanisms governing the 
motivational effects of goal systems. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 
1017-1028. 
Becker, B. E., & Huselid, M. A. (1998). Human resources strategies, complementarities, and 
firm performance. SUNY Buffalo. 
Bell, B. S., & Ford, J. K. (2007). Reactions to skill assessment: The forgotten factor in 
explaining motivation to learn. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 18, 33-62. 
Blume, B. D., Ford, J. K., Baldwin, T. T., & Huang, J. L. (2010). Transfer of training: A meta-
analytic review. Journal of Management, 36, 1065-1105. 




Bosco, F. A., Aguinis, H., Singh, K., Field, J. G., & Pierce, C. A. (2015). Correlational effect 
size benchmarks. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100, 431. 
Bragger, J. D., Rodriguez-Srednicki, O., Kutcher, E. J., Indovino, L., & Rosner, E. (2005). 
Work-family conflict, work-family culture, and organizational citizenship behavior 
among teachers. Journal of Business and Psychology, 20, 303-324. 
Bresó, E., Schaufeli, W. B., & Salanova, M. (2011). Can a self-efficacy-based intervention 
decrease burnout, increase engagement, and enhance performance? A quasi-experimental 
study. Higher Education, 61, 339-355. 
Broad, M. L. (2005). Beyond transfer of training: Engaging systems to improve performance. 
San Francisco: Wiley. 
Broad, M. L., & Newstrom, J. W. (1992). Transfer of training: Action packed strategies to 
ensure high payoff from training investments. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley. 
Brown, T. C. (2005). Effectiveness of distal and proximal goals as transfer‐of‐training 
interventions: A field experiment. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 16, 369-
387. 
Brown, K. G., & Ford, J. K. (2002). Using computer technology in training: Building an 
infrastructure for active learning. In Kraiger, K. (Ed.), Creating, implementing, and 
managing effective training and development: State-of-the-art lessons for practice. (pp. 
192 - 233). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Brown, P. C., Roediger, H. L., & McDaniel, M. A. (2014). Make it stick. Harvard University 
Press. 




Brown, T. C., & Warren, A. M. (2009). Distal goal and proximal goal transfer of training 
interventions in an executive education program. Human Resource Development 
Quarterly, 20, 265-284.                        
Bryan, J. F., & Locke, E. A. (1967). Goal setting as a means of increasing motivation. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 51, 274-277. 
Bulger, C. A., & Fisher, G. G. (2012). Ethical imperatives of work/life balance. In  N.R. Reilly, 
M.J. Sirgy, & C.A. Gorman (Eds.) Work and quality of life (pp. 181-201). Dordrecht: 
Springer. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (2017). Employment characteristics of families summary (USDL-17-
0444). Retrieved from https://www.bls.gov/news.release/famee.nr0.htm. 
Burke, L. A., & Hutchins, H. M. (2007). Training transfer: An integrative literature review. 
Human Resource Development Review, 6, 263-296. 
Burke, L. A., & Saks, A. M. (2009). Accountability in training transfer: Adapting Schlenker’s 
model of responsibility to a persistent but solvable problem. Human Resource 
Development Review, 8, 382-402. 
Burton, F. G., Chen, Y. N., Grover, V., & Stewart, K. A. (1992). An application of expectancy 
theory for assessing user motivation to utilize an expert system. Journal of Management 
Information Systems, 9, 183-198. 
Button, K. S., Ioannidis, J. P., Mokrysz, C., Nosek, B. A., Flint, J., Robinson, E. S., & Munafò, 
M. R. (2013). Power failure: why small sample size undermines the reliability of 
neuroscience. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 14, 365. 
Byrne, Z. S. (2015). Organizational psychology and behavior: An integrated approach to 
understanding the workplace. Dubuque, IA: Kendall Hunt. 




Campbell, N. K., & Hackett, G. (1986). The effects of mathematics task performance on math 
self-efficacy and task interest. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 28, 149-162. 
Campion, M. A., Mumford, T. V., Morgeson, F. P., & Nahrgang, J. D. (2005). Work redesign: 
Eight obstacles and opportunities. Human Resource Management, 44, 367-390. 
Carlson D. S., Grzywacz J. G., Zivnuska S. (2009). Is work-family balance more than conflict 
and enrichment? Human Relations, 62, 1459–1486. 
Center for Evidence-Based Management (2016). Rapid evidence assessment of the research 




Chen, G., Gully, S. M., & Eden, D. (2001). Validation of a new general self-efficacy scale. 
Organizational Research Methods, 4, 62-83. 
Chiaburu, D. S., & Lindsay, D. R. (2008). Can do or will do? The importance of self-efficacy 
and instrumentality for training transfer. Human Resource Development International, 
11, 199-206. 
Chiaburu, D. S., & Marinova, S. V. (2005). What predicts skill transfer? An exploratory study of 
goal orientation, training self‐efficacy and organizational supports. International Journal 
of Training and Development, 9, 110-123. 
Clancy, R. L., Fisher, G. G., Daigle, K. L., Henle, C. A., McCarthy, J., & Fruhauf, C. A. (2019). 
Eldercare and Work Among Informal Caregivers: A Multidisciplinary Review and 
Recommendations for Future Research. Journal of Business and Psychology, 1-19. 




Clark, S. C. (2000). Work/family border theory: A new theory of work/family balance. Human 
Relations, 53, 747-770. 
Clark R. E. (1994). Media will never influence learning. Educational Technology Research and 
Development, 42, 21-29. 
Cook, D. A., Hamstra, S. J., Brydges, R., Zendejas, B., Szostek, J. H., Wang, A. T., ... & Hatala, 
R. (2013). Comparative effectiveness of instructional design features in simulation-based 
education: systematic review and meta-analysis. Medical Teacher, 35, 867-898. 
Combs, J. G., Liu, Y., Hall, A. T., & Ketchen, D. J.( 2006). How much do high performance 
work practices matter? A meta-analysis of their effects on organizational performance. 
Personnel Psychology, 59, 501-528. 
Cullen, J. C., & Hammer, L. B. (2007). Developing and testing a theoretical model linking work-
family conflict to employee safety. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 12, 266-
278. 
Cynkar, P., Mendes, E. (2011). More than one in six American workers also act as caregivers. 
Gallup Healthways, Retrieved from http://news.gallup.com/poll/148640/one-six-
american-workers-act-caregivers.aspx. 
Devine, C. M., Jastran, M., Jabs, J., Wethington, E., Farell, T. J., & Bisogni, C. A. (2006). “A lot 
of sacrifices:” Work–family spillover and the food choice coping strategies of low-wage 
employed parents. Social Science & Medicine, 63, 2591-2603. 
Dillman, D. A., Smyth, J. D., & Christian, L. M. (2014). Internet, phone, mail, and mixed-mode 
surveys: The tailored design method. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 




Dishman, R. K., Vandenberg, R. J., Motl, R. W., Wilson, M. G., & DeJoy, D. M. (2009). Dose 
relations between goal setting, theory-based correlates of goal setting and increases in 
physical activity during a workplace trial. Health Education Research, 25, 620-631. 
Duxbury, L. E., & Higgins, C. A. (2001). Work-life balance in the new millennium: Where are 
we? Where do we need to go? (Vol. 4). Ottawa, ON: Canadian Policy Research 
Networks. 
Ellington, J. K., & Dierdorff, E. C. (2014). Individual learning in team training: Self-regulation 
and team context effects. Small Group Research, 45, 37-67. 
Emslie, C., & Hunt, K. (2009). Live to work or work to live? A qualitative study of gender and 
work–life balance among men and women in mid‐life. Gender, Work & Organization, 
16, 151-172. 
Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, I. (1980). Belief, attitude, intention, and behavior : An introduction to 
theory and research (4th ed.). Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley. 
Fisher, G. G. (2001). Work/life balance: A construct development study. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation. Bowling Green, OH: Bowling Green State University. 
Ford, J. K., Baldwin, T. T., & Prasad, J. (2018). Transfer of training: The known and the 
unknown. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5, 
201-225. 
Ford, J. K., Quiñones, M. A., Sego, D. J., & Sorra, J. S. (1992). Factors affecting the opportunity 
to perform trained tasks on the job. Personnel Psychology, 45, 511-527. 
Ford, J. K., Smith, E. M., Weissbein, D. A., Gully, S. M., & Salas, E. (1998). Relationships of 
goal orientation, metacognitive activity, and practice strategies with learning outcomes 
and transfer. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 218-233. 




Ford, J. K., & Weissbein, D. A. (1997). Transfer of training: An updated review and analysis. 
Performance Improvement Quarterly, 10, 22-41. 
Friedman, S., & Ronen, S. (2015). The effect of implementation intentions on transfer of 
training. European Journal of Social Psychology, 45, 409-416. 
Fritz, M. S., & MacKinnon, D. P. (2007). Required sample size to detect the mediated effect. 
Psychological Science, 18, 233-239. 
Frone M. R. (2003). Work-family balance. In J. Quick & L. Tetrick (Eds.), Handbook of 
occupational health psychology (pp. 143–162). Washington, DC: American 
Psychological Association. 
Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1992). Antecedents and outcomes of work-family 
conflict: testing a model of the work-family interface. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77, 
65. 
Frone, M. R., Russell, M., & Cooper, M. L. (1997). Relation of work–family conflict to health 
outcomes: A four‐year longitudinal study of employed parents. Journal of Occupational 
and Organizational Psychology, 70, 325-335. 
Frone, M. R., Yardley, J. K., & Markel, K. S. (1997). Developing and testing an integrative 
model of the work–family interface. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 50, 145-167. 
Gajendran, R. S., & Harrison, D. A. (2007). The good, the bad, and the unknown about 
telecommuting: Meta-analysis of psychological mediators and individual consequences. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 1524-1541. 
Gardiner, P. A., Eakin, E. G., Healy, G. N., & Owen, N. (2011). Feasibility of reducing older 
adults' sedentary time. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 41, 174-177. 




Gaudine, A. P., & Saks, A. M. (2004). A longitudinal quasi‐experiment on the effects of post-
training transfer interventions. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 15, 57-76. 
Gegenfurtner, A. (2011). Motivation and transfer in professional training: A meta-analysis of the 
moderating effects of knowledge type, instruction, and assessment conditions. 
Educational Research Review, 6, 153-168. 
Gegenfurtner, A., Veermans, K., Festner, D., & Gruber, H. (2009). Integrative literature review: 
Motivation to transfer training: An integrative literature review. Human Resource 
Development Review, 8, 403-423. 
Gist, M. E. (1989). The influence of training method on self‐efficacy and idea generation among 
managers. Personnel Psychology, 42, 787-805. 
Gist, M. E., Bavetta, A. G., & Stevens, C. K. (1990). Transfer training method: Its influence on 
skill generalization, skill repetition, and performance level. Personnel Psychology, 43, 
501-523. 
Gist, M. E., & Mitchell, T. R. (1992). Self-efficacy: A theoretical analysis of its determinants 
and malleability. Academy of Management Review, 17, 183-211. 
Gist, M. E., Stevens, C. K., & Bavetta, A. G. (1991). Effects of self‐efficacy and post‐training 
intervention on the acquisition and maintenance of complex interpersonal skills. 
Personnel Psychology, 44, 837-861. 
Goldstein, I. L., & Ford, J. K. (2002). Training in Organizations: Needs Assessment. 
Development and Evaluation (4th ed). Wadsworth, Belmont, CA. 
Golembiewski, R. T., Billingsley, K., & Yeager, S. (1976). Measuring change and persistence in 
human affairs: Types of change generated by OD designs. The Journal of Applied 
Behavioral Science, 12, 133-157. 




Gollwitzer, P. M. (1993). Goal achievement: The role of intentions. European Review of Social 
Psychology, 4, 141-185. 
Gollwitzer, P. M., & Sheeran, P. (2006). Implementation intentions and goal achievement: A 
meta‐analysis of effects and processes. Advances in experimental social psychology, 38, 
69-119. 
Greenhaus, J. H., & Allen, T. D. (2011). Work–family balance: A review and extension of the 
literature. In J. C. Quick & L. E. Tetrick (Eds.), Handbook of occupational health 
psychology (pp. 165-183). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
Greenhaus, J. H., Allen, T. D., & Foley, S. (2006, March). Work–family balance: Exploration of 
a concept.  Paper presented at the Families and Work Conference, Provo UT. 
Greenhaus, J. H., Allen, T. D., & Spector, P. E. (2006). Health consequences of work–family 
conflict: The dark side of the work–family interface. In P. L. Perrewe & D. C. Ganster 
(Eds.)  Employee health, coping and methodologies (pp. 61-98). San Diego, CA: 
Elsevier.Greenhaus, J. H., Collins, K. M., & Shaw, J. D. (2003). The relation between 
work–family balance and quality of life. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 63, 510-531. 
Grossman, R., & Salas, E. (2011). The transfer of training: what really matters. International 
Journal of Training and Development, 15, 103-120. 
Grzywacz, J. G., & Carlson, D. S. (2007). Conceptualizing work—family balance: Implications 
for practice and research. Advances in Developing Human Resources, 9, 455-471. 
Haar, J., Russo, M., Sune, A., Ollier-Malaterre, A. (2014). Outcomes of work–life balance on job 
satisfaction, life satisfaction and mental health: A study across seven cultures. Journal of 
Vocational Behavior, 85, 361-373. 




Hagman, J. D., & Rose, A. M. (1983). Retention of military tasks: A review. Human factors, 25, 
199-213. 
Halpern, D. F. (2005). Psychology at the intersection of work and family: recommendations for 
employers, working families, and policymakers. American Psychologist, 60, 397-409. 
Hammer, L. B., Demsky, C. A., Kossek, E. E., & Bray, J. W. (2016). Work–family intervention 
research. In T. D. Allen & L. Eby (Eds.) The Oxford handbook of work and family, 349-
361. 
Hammer, L. B., Kossek, E. E., Anger, W. K., Bodner, T., & Zimmerman, K. L. (2011). 
Clarifying work–family intervention processes: The roles of work–family conflict and 
family-supportive supervisor behaviors. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96, 134. 
Hammer, L. B., Johnson, R. C., Crain, T. L., Bodner, T., Kossek, E. E., Davis, K. D., ... & 
Berkman, L. (2016). Intervention effects on safety compliance and citizenship behaviors: 
Evidence from the work, family, and health study. Journal of Applied Psychology, 101, 
190-208. 
Hatfield, M. O. (1990). Stress and the American worker. American Psychologist, 45, 1162-1164. 
Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional process analysis: A 
regression-based approach. NY: Guilford. 
Hayes, A. F. (2013). PROCESS SPSS Macro Computer software and manual. 
Heggestad, E. D., Sheaf, D., Banks, G., Hausfeld, M., Tonidandel, S. & Williams, E. (in press) 
Scale adaptations in organizational sciences research: A review and best-practice 
recommendation. Journal of Management. 




Hill, E. J., Hawkins, A. J., Ferris, M., & Weitzman, M. (2001). Finding an extra day a week: The 
positive influence of perceived job flexibility on work and family life balance. Family 
Relations, 50, 49-58. 
Holton III, E. F., Bates, R. A., & Ruona, W. E. (2000). Development of a generalized learning 
transfer system inventory. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 11, 333-360. 
Horne, P. J., Hardman, C. A., Lowe, C. F., & Rowlands, A. V. (2009). Increasing children's 
physical activity: a peer modelling, rewards and pedometer-based intervention. European 
Journal of Clinical Nutrition, 63, 191-198. 
Hsu, D. K., Shinnar, R. S., & Powell, B. C. (2014). Expectancy theory and entrepreneurial 
motivation: A longitudinal examination of the role of entrepreneurship education. 
Journal of Business and Entrepreneurship, 26, 121-140. 
Huang, J. L., Ford, J. K., & Ryan, A. M. (2017). Ignored no more: Within‐person variability 
enables better understanding of training transfer. Personnel Psychology, 70, 557-596. 
Hutchins, H. M., Burke, L. A., & Berthelsen, A. M. (2010). A missing link in the transfer 
problem? Examining how trainers learn about training transfer. Human Resource 
Management, 49, 599-618. 
Jansen, N. W., Kant, I., van Amelsvoort, L. G., Kristensen, T. S., Swaen, G. M., & Nijhuis, F. J. 
(2006). Work–family conflict as a risk factor for sickness absence. Occupational and 
Environmental Medicine, 63, 488-494. 
Jonassen, D., & Tessmer, M. (1996/1997). An outcomes-based taxonomy for the design, 
evaluation, and research of instructional systems. Training Research Journal, 2, 11-46. 
Julian, S. D., Ofori‐Dankwa, J. C., & Justis, R. T. (2008). Understanding strategic responses to 
interest group pressures. Strategic Management Journal, 29, 963-984. 




Karasek Jr, R. A. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: Implications for 
job redesign. Administrative Science Quarterly, 285-308. 
Karoly, P. (1993). Mechanisms of self-regulation: A systems view. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 44, 23-52. 
Keith, N., & Frese, M. (2008). Effectiveness of error management training: a meta-analysis. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 59. 
Kelly, E. L., Moen, P., Oakes, J. M., Fan, W., Okechukwu, C., Davis, K. D., Hammer, L., 
Kossek, E., Berkowitz-King, R., Hanson, G., Mierzwa, F., & Casper, L. (2014). 
Changing work and work-family conflict: Evidence from the work, family, and health 
network. American Sociological Review, 79, 485-516. 
Kiburz, K. M., Allen, T. D., & French, K. A. (2017). Work–family conflict and mindfulness: 
Investigating the effectiveness of a brief training intervention. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, 38, 1016-1037. 
Kirchmeyer, C. (2000). Work-life initiatives: greed or benevolence regarding workers' time? 
Trends in Organizational Behavior, 7, 79-94. 
Klein, H. J., Dachner, A. M., Surface, E. A., & Brown, K. G. (2012). The effects of trainer 
commitment to trainees on trainee motivation and learning. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the Academy of Management. Boston, MA. 
Klug, H. J., & Maier, G. W. (2015). Linking goal progress and subjective well-being: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Happiness Studies, 16, 37-65. 
Kossek, E. E., Hammer, L. B., Kelly, E. L., & Moen, P. (2014). Designing work, family & health 
organizational change initiatives. Organizational Dynamics, 43, 53-63. 




Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1999). Bridging the work-family policy and productivity gap: A 
literature review. Community, Work & Family, 2, 7-32. 
Kossek, E. E., & Ozeki, C. (1998). Work–family conflict, policies, and the job–life satisfaction 
relationship: A review and directions for organizational behavior–human resources 
research. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 139-149. 
Kraiger, K. (2002). Decision-based evaluation. In Kraiger, K. (Ed.), Creating, implementing, and 
managing effective training and development: State-of-the-art lessons for practice (pp. 
331 - 375). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Kraiger, K., & Culbertson, S. S. (2013). Understanding and facilitating learning: advancements 
in training and development. In N. W. Schmitt, S. Highhouse, & I. B. Weiner (Eds.), 
Handbook of psychology, Vol. 12: Industrial and organizational psychology (2nd ed., pp. 
244–261). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley. 
Kraiger, K., Ford, J. K., & Salas, E. (1993). Application of cognitive, skill-based, and affective 
theories of learning outcomes to new methods of training evaluation. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 78, 311-328. 
LaPorte, R. E., & Nath, R. (1976). Role of performance goals in prose learning. Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 68, 260-264. 
Latham, G. P., & Frayne, C. A. (1989). Self-management training for increasing job attendance: 
A follow-up and a replication. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 411-416. 
Latham, G. P., & Locke, E. A. (1975). Increasing productivity and decreasing time limits: A 
field replication of Parkinson's law. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60, 524-526. 
Lawler, E. E., III, & Suttle, J. L. (1973). Expectancy theory and job behavior. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, 9, 482–503. 




Lazar, I., Osoian, C., & Ratiu, P. (2010). The role of work-life balance practices in order to 
improve organizational performance. European Research Studies, 13, 201. 
Liu, S., Huang, J. L., & Wang, M. (2014). Effectiveness of job search interventions: A meta-
analytic review. Psychological Bulletin, 140, 1009-1041. 
Locke, E. A. (1968). Toward a theory of task motivation and incentives. Organizational 
Behavior and Human Performance, 3, 157-189. 
Locke, E. A., & Bryan, J. F. (1969). The directing function of goals in task performance. 
Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 4, 35-42. 
Locke, E. A., Frederick, E., Lee, C., & Bobko, P. (1984). Effect of self-efficacy, goals, and task 
strategies on task performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69, 241-251. 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2002). Building a practically useful theory of goal setting and 
task motivation: A 35-year odyssey. American Psychologist, 57, 705-717. 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (2006). New directions in goal-setting theory. Current Directions 
in Psychological Science, 15, 265-268. 
Locke, E. A., & Latham, G. P. (1990). A theory of goal setting & task performance. Englewood 
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
Locke, E. A., Shaw, K. N., Saari, L. M., & Latham, G. P. (1981). Goal setting and task 
performance: 1969–1980. Psychological Bulletin, 90, 125-152. 
Lynd‐Stevenson, R. M. (1999). Expectancy‐value theory and predicting future employment 
status in the young unemployed. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 72, 101-106. 




Machin, M. A., & Fogarty, G. J. (1997). The effects of self‐efficacy, motivation to transfer, and 
situational constraints on transfer intentions and transfer of training. Performance 
Improvement Quarterly, 10, 98-115. 
Macnamara, B. N., Hambrick, D. Z., & Oswald, F. L. (2014). Deliberate practice and 
performance in music, games, sports, education, and professions: A meta-analysis. 
Psychological Science, 25, 1608-1618. 
Mathieu, J. E., Martineau, J. W., & Tannenbaum, S. I. (1993). Individual and situational 
influences on the development of self‐efficacy: Implications for training effectiveness. 
Personnel Psychology, 46, 125-147. 
Mathieu, J. E., Tannenbaum, S. I., & Salas, E. (1992). Influences of individual and situational 
characteristics on measures of training effectiveness. Academy of Management Journal, 
35, 828-847. 
McEwan, D., Harden, S. M., Zumbo, B. D., Sylvester, B. D., Kaulius, M., Ruissen, G. R., Dowd, 
A. J., & Beauchamp, M. R. (2016). The effectiveness of multi-component goal setting 
interventions for changing physical activity behaviour: A systematic review and meta-
analysis. Health Psychology Review, 10, 67-88. 
Mento, A. J., Steel, R. P., & Karren, R. J. (1987). A meta-analytic study of the effects of goal 
setting on task performance: 1966–1984. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 39, 52-83. 
Mesmer-Magnus, J., & Viswesvaran, C. (2007). Inducing maximal versus typical learning 
through the provision of a pretraining goal orientation. Human Performance, 20, 205-
222. 




Michel, A., Bosch, C., & Rexroth, M. (2014). Mindfulness as a cognitive–emotional 
segmentation strategy: An intervention promoting work–life balance. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 87, 733-754. 
Moy, M. L., Weston, N. A., Wilson, E. J., Hess, M. L., & Richardson, C. R. (2012). A pilot 
study of an Internet walking program and pedometer in COPD. Respiratory Medicine, 
106, 1342-1350. 
Narayan, A., & Mazzola, J. (2014). Encouraging employees to be more active: Taking “steps” 
toward personal goals. Journal of Psychological Issues in Organizational Culture, 4, 5-
17. 
National Alliance for Caregiving and AARP (2015). Caregiving in the U.S. research report. 
Retrieved from https://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/ppi/2015/caregiving-in-the-
united-states-2015-report-revised.pdf. 
Nishiyama, C., Iwami, T., Murakami, Y., Kitamura, T., Okamoto, Y., Marukawa, S., ... & 
Kawamura, T. (2015). Effectiveness of simplified 15-min refresher BLS training 
program: a randomized controlled trial. Resuscitation, 90, 56-60. 
Noe, R. A. (1986). Trainees' attributes and attitudes: Neglected influences on training 
effectiveness. Academy of Management Review, 11, 736-749. 
Noe, R. A., & Colquitt, J. A. (2002). Planning for training impact: Principles of training 
effectiveness. In Kraiger, K. (Ed.), Creating, implementing, and managing effective 
training and development: State-of-the-art lessons for practice (pp. 53-79). San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
Noe, R. A., & Schmitt, N. (1986). The influence of trainee attitudes on training effectiveness: 
Test of a model. Personnel Psychology, 39, 497-523. 




Odle-Dusseau, H. N., Hammer, L. B., Crain, T. L., & Bodner, T. E. (2016). The influence of 
family-supportive supervisor training on employee job performance and attitudes: An 
organizational work–family intervention. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 
21, 296. 
Penn, L., Dombrowski, S. U., Sniehotta, F. F., & White, M. (2013). Participants’ perspectives on 
making and maintaining behavioural changes in a lifestyle intervention for type 2 
diabetes prevention: a qualitative study using the theory domain framework. BMJ open, 
3, e002949. 
Perlow, L. A., & Kelly, E. L. (2014). Toward a model of work redesign for better work and 
better life. Work and Occupations, 41, 111-134. 
Pham, N. T. P., Segers, M. S. R., & Gijselaers, W. H. (2010). Understanding training transfer 
effects from a motivational perspective: A test of MBA programmes. Business 
Leadership Review, 7, 1–25. 
Pugh, K. J., & Bergin, D. A. (2006). Motivational influences on transfer. Educational 
Psychologist, 41, 147-160. 
Quick, J. C. E., & Tetrick, L. E. (2003). Handbook of occupational health psychology. 
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
Rahyuda, A., Syed, J., & Soltani, E. (2014). The role of relapse prevention and goal setting in 
training transfer enhancement. Human Resource Development Review, 13, 413-436. 
Rise, J., Thompson, M., & Verplanken, B. (2003). Measuring implementation intentions in the 
context of the theory of planned behavior. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 44, 87-
95. 




Robbins, S. P. & Judge, T. A. (2009). Organizational behavior. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson 
Prentice Hall. 
Roediger III, H. L., & Butler, A. C. (2011). The critical role of retrieval practice in long-term 
retention. Trends in cognitive sciences, 15, 20-27. 
Roos, E., Sarlio-Lähteenkorva, S., Lallukka, T., & Lahelma, E. (2007). Associations of work–
family conflicts with food habits and physical activity. Public Health Nutrition, 10, 222-
229. 
Saks, A. M. (1995). Longitudinal field investigation of the moderating and mediating effects of 
self-efficacy on the relationship between training and newcomer adjustment. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 80, 211. 
Saks, A. M., & Burke‐Smalley, L. A. (2014). Is transfer of training related to firm performance?. 
International Journal of Training and Development, 18, 104-115. 
Salas, E., & Cannon-Bowers, J. A. (2001). The science of training: A decade of progress. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 52, 471-499. 
Salas, E., Tannenbaum, S. I., Kraiger, K., & Smith-Jentsch, K. A. (2012). The science of training 
and development in organizations: What matters in practice. Psychological Science in the 
Public Interest, 13(2), 74-101. 
Schmidt, A. M., & DeShon, R. P. (2010). The moderating effects of performance ambiguity on 
the relationship between self-efficacy and performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
95, 572. 
Schonfeld, I. S., & Chang, C. H. (2017). Occupational health psychology. NY: Springer. 
Seyler, D. L., Monroe, P. A., & Garand, J. C. (1995). Balancing work and family: The role of 
employer-supported child care benefits. Journal of Family Issues, 16, 170-193. 




Sherer, M., Maddux, J. E., Mercandante, B., Prentice-Dunn, S., Jacobs, B., & Rogers, R. W. 
(1982). The self-efficacy scale: Construction and validation. Psychological Reports, 51, 
663-671. 
Sidman, C. L., Corbin, C. B., & Le Masurier, G. (2013). Promoting physical activity among 
sedentary women using pedometers. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 75, 122–
129. 
Simosi, M. (2012). The moderating role of self‐efficacy in the organizational culture–training 
transfer relationship. International Journal of Training and Development, 16, 92-106. 
Sitzmann, T., Bell, B. S., Kraiger, K., & Kanar, A. M. (2009). A multilevel analysis of the effect 
of prompting self‐regulation in technology‐delivered instruction. Personnel Psychology, 
62, 697-734. 
Sitzmann, T., & Ely, K. (2011). A meta-analysis of self-regulated learning in work-related 
training and educational attainment: What we know and where we need to go. 
Psychological Bulletin, 137, 421-442. 
Sitzmann, T., & Johnson, S. K. (2012). The best laid plans: Examining the conditions under 
which a planning intervention improves learning and reduces attrition. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 97, 967-981. 
Smith, K. G., Locke, E. A., & Barry, D. (1990). Goal setting, planning, and organizational 
performance: An experimental simulation. Organizational Behavior and Human 
Decision Processes, 46, 118-134. 
Stajkovic, A. D., & Lee, D. S. (2001). A meta-analysis of the relationship between collective 
efficacy and group performance. Paper presented at meeting of the National Academy of 
Management, Washington, DC. 




Stevens, C. K., & Gist, M. E. (1997). Effects of self‐efficacy and goal‐orientation training on 
negotiation skill maintenance: what are the mechanisms? Personnel Psychology, 50, 955-
978. 
Strath, S. J., Swartz, A. M., Parker, S. J., Miller, N. E., Grimm, E. K., & Cashin, S. E. (2011). A 
pilot randomized controlled trial evaluating motivationally matched pedometer feedback 
to increase physical activity behavior in older adults. Journal of Physical Activity and 
Health, 8, 267–274. 
Stride, C. B., Gardner, S., Catley, N., & Thomas, F. (2015). Mplus code for the mediation, 
moderation, and moderated mediation model templates from Andrew Hayes’ PROCESS 
analysis examples. 
Stumpf, S. A., Brief, A. P., & Hartman, K. (1987). Self-efficacy expectations and coping with 
career-related events. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 31, 91-108. 
Switzer, K. C., Nagy, M. S., & Mullins, M. E. (2005). The influence of training reputation, 
managerial support, and self-efficacy on pre-training motivation and perceived training 
transfer. Applied HRM Research, 10, 21-34. 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2013). Using multivariate statistics. UpperSaddle River. 
Tai, W. T. (2006). Effects of training framing, general self-efficacy and training motivation on 
trainees' training effectiveness. Personnel Review, 35, 51-65. 
Tan, J. A., Hall, R. J., & Boyce, C. (2003). The role of employee reactions in predicting 
training effectiveness. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 14, 397-411 
Tannenbaum, S. I., Mathieu, J. E., Salas, E., & Cannon-Bowers, J. A. (1991). Meeting trainees' 
expectations: The influence of training fulfillment on the development of commitment, 
self-efficacy, and motivation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 759-769. 




Tannenbaum, S. I., & Yukl, G. (1992). Training and development in work organizations. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 43, 399-441. 
Tausig, M., & Fenwick, R. (2001). Unbinding time: Alternate work schedules and work-life 
balance. Journal of family and economic issues, 22, 101-119. 
Taylor, M. S., Locke, E. A., Lee, C., & Gist, M. E. (1984). Type A behavior and faculty research 
productivity: What are the mechanisms? Organizational Behavior and Human 
Performance, 34, 402-418. 
Taylor, P. J., Russ-Eft, D. F., & Chan, D. W. (2005). A meta-analytic review of behavior 
modeling training. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 692-709. 
Trinh, L., Wilson, R., Williams, H. M., Sum, A. J., & Naylor, P. J. (2012). Physicians promoting 
physical activity using pedometers and community partnerships: A real world trial. 
British Journal of Sports Medicine, 46, 284–290. 
Tubbs, M. E. (1986). Goal setting: A meta-analytic examination of the empirical evidence. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 474-483. 
Tyagi, P. K. (2010). Expectancy theory and social loafing in marketing research group projects. 
The Business Review, 14, 22-27. 
Tziner, A., Haccoun, R. R., & Kadish, A. (1991). Personal and situational characteristics 
influencing the effectiveness of transfer of training improvement strategies. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 64, 167-177. 
Valcour M. (2007). Work-based resources as moderators of the relationship between work 
hours and satisfaction with work–family balance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 
1512–1523. 




Van Eerde, W., & Thierry, H. (1996). Vroom's expectancy models and work-related criteria: A 
meta-analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 81, 575. 
Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation (Vol. 54). New York: Wiley. 
Vrugt, A., & Koenis, S. (2002). Perceived self‐efficacy, personal goals, social comparison, and 
scientific productivity. Applied Psychology, 51, 593-607. 
Wang, S. (2004). The effects of goal setting on female middle school students’ physical activity 
levels and motivation toward exercise (Doctoral dissertation). Tallahassee, FL: Florida 
State University. Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation and Theses. 
Wayne, J. H., Butts, M. M., Casper, W. J., & Allen, T. D. (2017). In search of balance: A 
conceptual and empirical integration of multiple meanings of work–family balance. 
Personnel Psychology, 70, 167-210. 
Wayne, J. H., Musisca, N., & Fleeson, W. (2004). Considering the role of personality in the 
work–family experience: Relationships of the Big Five to work–family conflict and 
facilitation. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 64, 108-130. 
Wexley, K. N., & Baldwin, T. T. (1986). Posttraining strategies for facilitating positive transfer: 
An empirical exploration. Academy of Management Journal, 29, 503-520. 
Wilson, M. G., Polzer-Debruyne, A., Chen, S., & Fernandes, S. (2007). Shift work interventions 
for reduced work-family conflict. Employee Relations, 29, 162-177. 
Wood, R., & Locke, E. (1990). Goal setting and strategy effects on complex tasks. In B. Staw & 
L. Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior (Vol. 12, pp. 73–109). 
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
Wood, R. E., & Locke, E. A. (1987). The relation of self-efficacy and grade goals to academic 
performance. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 47, 1013-1024. 




Wright, P. M., O'Leary-Kelly, A. M., Cortina, J. M., Klein, H. J., & Hollenbeck, J. R. (1994). On 
the meaning and measurement of goal commitment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 79, 
795-803. 
Yamnill, S., & McLean, G. N. (2001). Theories supporting transfer of training. Human Resource 
Development Quarterly, 12, 195-208. 
Yanar, B., Budworth, M. H., & Latham, G. P. (2009). The effect of verbal self‐guidance training 
for overcoming employment barriers: A study of Turkish women. Applied Psychology, 
58, 586-601. 
Yung Chou, S., & Pearson, J. M. (2012). Organizational citizenship behaviour in IT 
professionals: an expectancy theory approach. Management Research Review, 35, 1170-
1186. 
Zimmerman, B. J. (2000). Self-efficacy: An essential motive to learn. Contemporary 




























Before we begin, think about… 
 
Sources of work-life conflict 
Think carefully and critically about what sources of work-life conflict you experience. 
 
Identify buffers that may help 
Are there any resources that would be helpful for you? For example: flexibility in work hours 
and/or location of work, supervisor support, coworker support, family support, exercise, andgood 
sleep habits. 
 
Identify barriers to success 
What may get in the way of achieving your goal(s)? 
 
Goals Matter: Goal-Setting Theory 
Now that we know how beneficial work-life balance can be, how do we get there? One way is 
through goal-setting theory. Goal setting is an action-oriented approach that makes use of 
planning to help people achieve their goals. We can harness the power of goal-setting theory by 
setting SMART goals. In order to set a SMART goal, the goal must be: 
● S – specific 
● M – measurable 
● A – action-oriented 
● R – reasonable 
● T – time bound 
 
An example of a specific goal: I will run an 8-minute mile by March 1st. 
This goal is specific (it identifies exactly how long the run should take). It is measurable 
(minutes are easily measured). It is action-oriented (to reach this goal the person must go practice 
running). It is reasonable (this may depend on the person). It is time bound (March 1st is 
identified as the endpoint). 
 
To improve your application of today’s training, identify your goals… 
Please think carefully about these questions before answering. An answer can be anywhere from 
one word to a couple sentences. 
1. What does the term work-life balance mean to you? What matters most to you? 
2. Write down one thing you can change in the next 1-2 weeks to help achieve a better 
work-life balance. 
3.  Make it a SMART goal 
A. How is it specific? 
B. How will you measure it? 
C. What actions will you take towards pursuing this goal? 
D. Is it reasonable to achieve? 




E. Is it time-bound (when will you accomplish this goal by)? 
 
Control Condition 
Let’s review what we learned… 
 
The Stress Process 
● Stressors lead to strain 
● Buffers (resources) can help reduce the experience of strain 
Work-Life Balance 
● Differs between people 
○ What you consider balance may not be balance for someone else 
○ Balance does not necessarily mean 50/50 
● Can differ within people over time 
○ Balance one week may be more work-focused and more non-work focused in 
other weeks 
● Do you accomplish what you want to in each domain of your life? 
Improving Work-Life Balance 
● Two options: 
○ Increase resources 
○ Decrease demands 
Increase Resources 
● Exercise 
○ Sticking to a routine is important 
● Nutrition 
○ Meal planning can help 
● Sleep hygiene 
○ Managing your pre-sleep environment and activities can lead to better sleep 
○ Getting enough sleep is important 
● Time management 
○ Planning your days ahead of time can help 
● Organizational support matters 
○ Establish a supportive culture that supports work-life balance 
○ Consider time/location flexibility options 
● Social support matters 
○ Supervisor 
○ Coworker support 
○ Family/Friends support 
● Autonomy 
○ Personalizing your work matters 
 
Decreasing Demands 
● Reduce workload 
○ Saying no to additional projects/tasks can help 
● Reduce work hours 
○ Setting boundaries is essential 








Work-Life Balance Items (Fisher, 2001) - included in T1, T2, and T3 
Instructions: Please indicate how often you felt a particular way towards each of the statements 
in the PAST THREE MONTHS. Circle your answer for each item. 
1. Overall, I have a balance between my work and personal life. 
2. I am able to effectively juggle my work and personal life. 
3. I have enough time to do everything I want to do at work and at home. 
 
Motivation to Transfer Items (adapted from Klein et al., 2012) - included in T1 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you are motivated to use the skills learned in the 
training. 
1. Use the work-life balance skills that you have learned during training in your everyday life? 
2. Use your work-life balance skills to increase resources? 
3. Use your work-life balance skills to decrease demands? 
4. Actively use your work-life balance skills in situations that require them? 
5. Voluntarily use your work-life balance skills? 
6. Seek out opportunities to use your work-life balance skills? 
 
Intention to Improve Work-Life Balance Items (adapted from Rise, Thompson, & Bas 
Verplanken, 2003) - included in T1 
Instructions: Please indicate the likeliness or unlikeliness that you will engage in the following 
behaviors. 
1. I expect to perform at least one of the work-life balance strategies during the next couple   
weeks. 
2. How likely is it that you are going to perform at least one of the work-life balance strategies 
during the next couple weeks? 
3. I intend to perform at least one of the work-life balance strategies over the next couple weeks. 
4. I plan to perform at least one of the work-life balance strategies over the next couple weeks. 
 
New General Self-Efficacy Scale (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001) - Included in T1 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about 
yourself. 
1. I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself. 
2. When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them. 
3. In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me. 
4. I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind. 
5. I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges. 
6. I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks. 
7. Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well. 
8. Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well. 
Training Transfer Items - Included in T2 and T3 




Instructions: Please indicate whether you have attempted to incorporate the listed behaviors in 
your life since the training. If you have, please also indicate how frequently you have performed 
this behavior in the past two months. 
 Since the training, have 
you attempted to 
incorporate this 
behavior into your life? 
If yes, how frequently have you performed 
this behavior on average? 



























     
Exercise      
Eat 
nutritiously 
     
Use flexibility 
in when you 
work 
     





in where you 
work from 













     









     
 
Demographic Items - Included in T1 
1.     What is your gender? 
a. Male 
b. Female 
c.  Other 
d. Prefer not to say 
2.     What race do you identify with (choose all that apply)? 
a. American Indian or Alaska Native 
b. Asian 




c.  Black or African American 
d. Hispanic or Latino 
e. Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
f.   White/Caucasian 
g.  Other 
h. Prefer not to say 
3.     What is your age (in years)? 
a. ___________________ 
b. Prefer not to say 
4.     What is your relationship status? 
a. Single 
b. Dating 
c.  Living with partner 
d. Married 
e. Divorced 
f.   Widowed 
g.  Prefer not to say 
5.     Do you have children 18 years of age or younger living with you? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
6.     If yes, how many? 
a. _______________ 
7.     Do you have elder care responsibilities? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
8.     What is your highest degree earned? 
a. Not applicable 
b. High school diploma/GED 
c.  Technical degree 
d. 2-year degree 
e. 4-year degree 
f.   Professional degree (e.g. MBA, MCSW, MA, RN) 
g.  Doctorate degree (e.g. PhD, JD, MD) 
9.     How long have you been working at your current organization? 
a. Years __________ 
b. Months ___________ 
10.  Do you supervise other employees at your primary job? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
11.  Number of hours worked per week on average 
a. ______________ 
12.  What percentage of your time working is spent on-site at your organization (vs. off-site at 
another location)? For example, if you work 75% of the time at your office and 25% of the time 
at home, select 51% - 75%. 
a. 25% or less 
b. 26% - 50% 




c.  51% - 75% 
d. 76%-100% 
13.  In your own words, what is your job title? Please be as specific as possible. 
 
Training Evaluation Items - Included in T1 
Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements regarding today’s session.   
1. I would recommend this program to others who have the opportunity. 
2. I have an overall good feeling about how the training program was carried out. 
3. I would recommend that everyone take part in this training program. 
4. The training program was, overall, very effective. 
5. The training program was conducted poorly. 
6. This training program taught me nothing I will use. 
7. This training program was a useless waste of my and/or others’ time. 
8. The training program was useless for me. 
9. The training program allowed me to develop specific skills that I can use. 
10. The training program was very useful. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
